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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pray
er will be led in by the Senate Chap
lain, the Reverend Dr. Richard C. Hal
verson. 

Dr. Halverson, please. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer. 

Let us pray: 
In a moment of silence, let us re

member in prayer the family of David 
Farley, 27-year-old Capitol Police offi
cer who took his life last weekend. We 
pray for his family, his wife, Kimberly, 
their 4-year-old daughter, Megan Eliza
beth, as well as his parents, Gene and 
Diana Farley. 

Let us also remember a member of 
the Senate staff whose father-in-law re
cently took his life. 

"If my people, which are called by 
my name, shall humble themselves, 
and pray, and seek my face, and turn 
from their wicked ways; then will I 
hear from heaven, and will forgive 
their sin, and will heal their land. "-II 
Chronicles 7:14. 

Almighty God, Ruler of history and 
the nations, the words of President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt are rel
evant to our present situation. In a 
radio address to the Nation, he said, 
"No greater thing could come to our 
land today than a re vi val of the spirit 
of religion-a revival that would sweep 
through the homes of the Nation and 
stir the hearts of men and women of all 
faiths to a reassertion of their belief in 
God and their dedication to His will for 
themselves and for their world. I doubt 
if there is any problem-social, politi
cal, or economic-that would not melt 
away before the fire of such a spiritual 
awakening."-Brotherhood Day, Feb
ruary 23, 1936. 

God of truth, justice, and love, every 
problem the world faces-economic, so
cial, educational, crime, moral, and 
ethical-derives from a secular, mate
rialistic, godless rejection of spiritual
ity. In the words of G.K. Chesterton, 
"If we do not believe in God, the dan
ger is not that we will believe in noth
ing, but that we will believe anything." 

Lord, help us in our unbelief. Amen. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
':'he PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

(Legislative day of Thursday, August 11, 1994) 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 10 o'clock a.m., with Senators per
mitted to speak therein for not to ex
ceed 5 minutes each. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

THE SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Mem

bers of Senate, as the distinguished 
presiding officer has just noted, there 
will now be a period for morning busi
ness in which Senators may address 
the Senate on any subject for up to 5 
minutes each. That period for morning 
business will conclude at 10 a.m., at 
which time the Senate will resume con
sideration of the health care reform 
legislation. 

I am pleased that the Senate was 
able finally to begin voting on amend
ments last evening, pleased at the 
adoption of the Dodd amendment. We 
will now proceed to receive an amend
ment to be offered by Republican col
leagues today. We have not yet had an 
opportunity to see or review that 
amendment. I hope we get the chance 
to do so shortly. And then we will de
bate that amendment during the day. 

Without knowing what the amend
ment will be, it is not possible to esti
mate when we will be able to proceed 
to vote on it, but Senators should be 
prepared for debate and the possibility 
of voting during the day, depending on 
the nature of the amendment and the 
length of debate. 

Mr. President, I note the presence of 
the distinguished Senator from Utah 
on the floor who is, I believe, here to be 
recognized in morning business, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
recognized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be able to proceed 
for up 10 minutes if my statement re
quires that much time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

GOLD 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, in this 

morning's Washington Post the lead 

story on the front page had to do with 
the action of the Federal Reserve 
Board, raising the interest rate yet 
again. This is a deserving spot for such 
news because it is very important to 
our economy. 

During the debate on health care, we 
had a great deal of conversation about 
the entitlement commission and the 
fear that sometime in the next century 
the Federal Government will run out of 
money. This is tied to the size of the 
deficit. In my view, this morning's 
news and concerns about the deficit are 
tied together. Because as the interest 
rate goes up, the cost of financing the 
national debt goes up. When interest 
rates are low, we save a tremendous 
amount at the Federal level in terms of 
debt service payments. For every 1 per
cent on $4.5 trillion-if I get my deci
mal right-that is $45 billion in annual 
savings. So if the cost of servicing the 
debt can be brought down by holding 
interest rates down, it has implications 
for everything we are talking about 
here with respect to the budget deficit 
and health care costs and everything 
else. 

In that context then, I would like to 
call the Senate's attention to an ex
change I had in the Banking Commit
tee with the distinguished Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board, Mr. Alan 
Greenspan. Some portions of that ex
change were outlined in an editorial 
piece that appeared in the Wall Street 
Journal last week by Jude Wanniski. 

I ask unanimous consent that article 
be printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BENNETT. The subject I dis

cussed with Chairman Greenspan was 
the question of tying the dollar to gold, 
that is the price of the dollar to the 
price of gold. Chairman Greenspan 
said, in response to my questioning, 
that the price of gold was, in his view, 
a very valuable indicator of forthcom
ing inflation. When the price of gold 
starts to rise, that is an indication that 
there is inflation on the horizon. When 
the price of gold remains stable, that is 
an indication that inflationary pres
sures are under control. 

Why is this? This is a question I tried 
to explore with the Chairman. In the 
format of the committee we did not 
have an opportunity to get into it as 
deeply as I would have liked. 

It seems to me the reason is that 
gold is the closest thing we have in this 
world to a universal currency. If I were 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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ExHIBIT 1 to leave the United States and go to 

some far-flung place and try to buy a 
suit with dollars, they might refuse my 
dollars, saying "That currency is not 
good in this society." I might reply, 
"All right, I will bring you something 
of intrinsic value, then. I will bring 
you food.'' In the terms of the Com
modity Exchange, "I will bring you a 
pork belly." And it may well be they 
would say, in that part of the world, 
"We don't eat pork. We are not inter
ested in your pork belly." But almost 
everywhere in the world, if I say, "I 
will give you this small bar of gold," 
they would say, "We will sell you a 
suit for a bar of gold.'' 

All the way back to biblical times 
and the mythical King Midas, gold has 
caught the imagination of the human 
race as the one commodity that seems 
to have intrinsic value, regardless of 
what else changes. Let us stop and 
think about, then, the implications of 
tying the dollar to gold. It would mean, 
if we were on some kind ·of a system 
where the price of gold did not change 
in dollars, that you could predict the 
economic future with far greater cer
tainty than you can today. 

For example, if we were still in a cir
cumstance where a dollar would buy 
one thirty-fifth of an ounce of gold-as 
we were through the vast majority of 
our historic years-that would mean 
that if you lent me $1,000 for a period of 
10 years, you would know that at the 
end of the 10 years when you got your 
$1,000 back, every one of those dollars 
would still buy one thirty-fifth of an 
ounce of gold. 

No matter what had happened to the 
prices of any other commodities, you 
knew you would get your $1,000 back in 
terms of gold without any erosion of 
the purchasing power of that $1,000. 

What would this mean to interest 
rates? This would mean that you could 
depend upon getting your purchasing 
power back; therefore, the interest rate 
would not have to be so high as to com
pensate you, Mr. President, for the loss 
of purchasing power that would occur 
during that 10-year period. 

If you assume that the $1,000 you lend 
me is only going to be worth $500 in 
purchasing power at the end of 10 
years, you understand that the interest 
I pay you must not only compensate 
you for the use of the money, but that 
the interest I pay you must also allow 
you to recoup the $500 loss of purchas
ing power. 

So instead of a 2- or 3-percent inter
est rate on the $1,000, you have to have 
a 6- or 7-percent interest rate so that 
you recover both principal and interest 
at the end of 10 years. 

I have been in business. I understand 
the value of being able to project into 
the future the value of dollars. If we 
had a circumstance that gave us con
stant dollars, it would have a tremen
dous impact on the ability of busi
nesses to plan for the future, as well as 
governments. 

There are lots of arguments that I 
have heard from people saying we must 
return to a gold standard and, frankly, 
almost all of them strike me as being 
mystical and occasionally nonsensical. 
But the idea that I was exploring with 
Chairman Greenspan is neither of those 
if, indeed, it has merit. If, indeed, we 
could get to the point where there was 
no erosion in the purchasing power of 
the dollar and finance the Federal debt 
with that understanding, we could save 
up to $200 billion a year. 

Mr. President, stop and think of all 
of the efforts we go through on this 
floor to try to cut the budget up to $200 
billion a year. If, in fact, we could cut 
the debt service costs up to $200 billion 
a year, it would be more significant 
than all of the debates we have had on 
all of the other budgetary issues that 
we discuss here. 

So I think it is appropriate on a day 
when the Federal Reserve is raising the 
interest rates and thereby raising the 
deficit because of the cost of financing 
our debt, that we, once again, spend 
some time thinking about the possibil
ity of getting some kind of standard, 
some kind of stability in the unit of ac
count, the money with which we pay 
our bills. I know of no historic stand
ard that has the stability over cen
turies that gold has had. 

So I hope, Mr. President, that as a re
sult of this brief statement, economists 
around the country, people in the Fed
eral Reserve System, people on the 
staff of the various committees that 
deal with these issues in the Congress 
will, once again, begin to explore the 
possibility that we could return to a 
historic stance with respect to our cur
rency and tie it to some kind of stable 
commodity that will say borrowers can 
know with a certainty that when they 
are paid back, their dollars, at least in 
terms of this commodity, will still 
have the same purchasing power at the 
end of the transaction that it had at 
the first. 

Chairman Greenspan said to me in 
the exchange we had in the Banking 
Committee, that a nation who had the 
most stable currency in the world 
would be the nation that had the low
est interest rates in the world, and that 
statement intrigues me tremendously. 

That is my only purpose here this 
morning, Mr. President. Not to offer 
any specific solutions but simply to 
raise the issue in what I hope is a sober 
and thoughtful way so that we, as a 
people, can begin to address this ques
tion and find that commodity that will 
give us that kind of stability. 

As I say, historically, the only com
modity that has approached that kind 
of an impact on economies has been 
gold. And I think as we search for that 
kind of stability, gold is the place 
where we should begin. I thank the 
Chair. 

HELP GREENSPAN, COMMIT TO GoLD 

(By Jude Wanniski) 
In hearings before Congress in July, Fed

eral Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan re
affirmed that he valued gold as an indicator 
of inflation expectations. He also readily 
agreed with the reasoning of Sen. Robert 
Bennett (R.. Utah) that if the dollar was 
again fixed to gold, the U.S. probably would 
have the lowest interest rates in the world. 

The Fed chairman's words were important. 
the lowest interest rates in the world would 
mean that America would boast rates lower 
than Japan-currently on the order of 3%. If 
the U.S. could refinance its $4.5 trillion na
tional debt at 3%, as it matures, the annual 
savings in debt service would amount to per
haps $120 billion a year. This is a painless 
way to eliminate more than half the federal 
budget deficit. 

Why does this important information get 
so little attention? It is because Mr. Green
span's views on gold are held in disdain by 
the great majority of this fellow economists. 
Over the past 30 years, Mr. Greenspan has 
consistently made the case for a monetary 
role for gold-especially as a means of econo
mizing on government finance of its debt. In 
the last two years, he has repeatedly dis
missed the importance of money-supply sta
tistics as reliable signals of future inflation. 
Yet he as often insisted that it is the gold 
price that has always been best at anticipat
ing inflation. 

Look at our own era. It was only after 
President Nixon on Aug. 15, 1971 severed the 
dollar's link to gold that inflation raced out 
of control, interest rates soared and the fed
eral budget deficit and the national debt spi
raled. The price of gold, at $380 an ounce, is 
almost 11 times higher than its official price 
of S35 in 1971. The general price level is 
roughly 10 times what it was back then. The 
national debt of S4.5 trillion is 11 times high
er. The cost of debt service, at S210 billion, is 
12 times the Sl 7 billion of 1971. 

The reason gold has this special ut111ty as 
a standard of value is that for at least 3,000 
years, until 1971, it has served as civ111za
tion's primary money. Throughout history, 
gold has been the benchmark used in almost 
every marketplace of the world, against 
which the people measured the official 
money of governments. 

The truth is that, in a certain sense, we 
never went off the gold standard. The people 
of the world did not stop using gold as this 
benchmark simply because the U.S. led all 
the world's currencies away from gold in 
1971. Since 1971, governments whose cur
rencies have performed worst against the 
gold benchmark have been those most pun
ished by their creditors-for the most part 
their own citizens. The price of gold in Japa
nese yen has risen only threefold, the best 
performance of any government in the world 
in that time. Hence the low interest rates 
enjoyed by the Japanese government. 

Since 1987, when Mr. Greenspan was named 
chairman of the Fed, the fluctuations in the 
gold price (between $320 and $420) have been 
in a much narrower range than they were 
under his predecessor, Paul Volcker (between 
$240 and $850). This is no coincidence. Mr. 
Greenspan has kept an eye on gold from the 
day he arrived, as a reality check on his per
formance. 

Indeed, the creditors of the U.S. rewarded 
the Greenspan Fed with steadily declining 
interest rates, especially insofar as he 
seemed able to keep the gold price in the 
range of $350--10 times the Bretton Woods 
target. It has only been since last Septem
ber, when gold began another climb from 
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that level, that the bond markets have 
turned cold. 

Mr. Greenspan undoubtedly had hoped the 
tightening the Fed began on Feb. 4 would 
chase gold into retreat. This would assure 
the owners of the nation's $4.5 trillion na
tional debt that the value of their holdings 
would not suffer the 10% devaluation implied 
by the higher gold price. That's a $450 billion 
loss-big money indeed. Again and again, Mr. 
Greenspan has raised the overnight interest 
rate-the only rate over which the Fed has 
direct control. Still, gold has not dropped 
much below $380. 

Academic economists hostile to gold domi
nate the entire Federal Reserve system. The 
chairman has only one of 12 votes on the 
Federal Open Market Committee. Absent a 
political consensus, it ls therefore very dif
ficult for Mr. Greenspan to simply aim his 
mighty monetary weapon at gold without 
legislation to back him up. If the Fed could 
fix the gold price at $350, it would simply do 
so by adding or subtracting dollars from the 
banking system, adding when it falls below 
that level, subtracting when it rises above it. 

Gold would quickly sink to $350 and inter
est rates on government debt would resume 
their fall toward the 3% range. The value of 
all financial assets, stocks as well as bonds, 
would quickly rise, anticipating robust, non
inflationary growth ahead. 

Yet, to keep the academics happy, the Fed 
must target overnight interest rates, hoping 
the higher rates will cause bank reserves to 
fall to a certain level, in a way that eventu
ally causes the gold price to fall and bond 
prices to rise. This is the equivalent of try
ing to kill a mouse by shooting a dog, so it 
will fall on a cat, which eventually will fall 
on the mouse. Maybe. 

Politicians like Jack Kemp have lately 
recommended targeting gold, rather than 
simply hiking rates again. It's time to legis
late instructions to the Fed to commit to 
gold. Academic economists argue that this ls 
"price fixing," and that only the market 
should establish the price of gold. They fail 
to appreciate that it is the value of its debt 
that the government is fixing, not the value 
of gold. 

In World War II, after 150 years of keeping 
the dollar defined as a specific weight of 
gold, the U.S. financed the largest deficits in 
its history, bigger than any since, with 2% 
bonds. When it is as good as gold, the dollar 
will once again be as good as it can get. 

Mr. CAMPBELL addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Colorado is rec
ognized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

NATIONAL PHYSICAL FITNESS 
AND SPORTS FOUNDATION ACT 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, yes-

terday, I introduced S. 2394 to establish 
a National Physical and Sports Foun
dation. This proposal is designed to 
support the President's Council on 
Physical Fitness. 

The President's Council on Physical 
Fitness currently operates on a shoe
string budget of $1.4 million. The estab
lishment of a nonprofit foundation 
would permit the Council to have an 
independent source of funding to ex
pand its scope and activities. This pro
posal will not conflict with existing ef
forts to provide funding for the U.S. 
Olympic Committee as moneys that 

would flow through the corporation to 
the Council would not be public funds. 

Once established, the National Phys
ical Fitness and Sports Foundation 
would be a charitable, nonprofit orga
nization designed to "encourage and 
promote" the solicitation of private 
funds for the President's Council on 
Physical Fitness. After the deduction 
of administrative expenses, the founda
tion would annually transfer the bal
ance of the contributions to the U.S. 
Public Health Service Gift Fund. 

The foundation would have the fol
lowing specific powers: 

It could accept, receive, solicit, ad
minister and use any gift, devise or be
quest, absolutely or in trust. 

It could acquire by purchase or ex
change any real or personal property or 
interest; 

It could enter into contracts or other 
arrangements with public agencies and 
private organizations and persons and 
to make such payments as may be nec
essary to carry out its functions. 

A nine-member Board of Directors 
would govern the foundation. Three 
Board members must have experience 
directly related to physical fitness, 
sports, or the relationship between 
health status and physical exercise. 
The remaining six Board members 
would be leaders in the private sector 
with a strong interest in physical fit
ness. Ex officio members of the Board 
would include the Assistant Secretary 
of Health, the Executive Director of 
the President's Council on Physical 
Fitness the Director of the National 
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention 
and Health Promotion, the Director of 
the National Heart, Lung and Blood In
stitute, and the Director of the Centers 
for Di~ease Control. 

Board members would serve for 6 
years. Three Board members would be 
appointed by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services; two by the major
ity leader of the Senate; one by the mi
nority leader of the Senate; two by the 
Speaker of the House; and one by the 
minority leader of the House of Rep
resentati ves. The Chairman would be 
elected by the Board members to a 2-
year term. No individual could serve 
more than two consecutive terms as a 
Director. 

Board members would serve without 
pay, but would be reimbursed for trav
eling and subsistence expenses. The 
Board would be empowered to appoint 
officers and employees, once the foun
dation had sufficient funding to pay for 
their services; and adopt a constitution 
and bylaws. Officers and employees of 
the foundation could not receive pay in 
excess of the annual rate of basic . pay 
in effect for executive level V in the 
Federal service. 

I think that this bill will help further 
an important national goal-encourag
ing and fostering physical fitness and 
well-being-and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. President, yesterday when I in
troduced this bill, I did not have a copy 
of Griffin Joyner and Tom McMillen, 
who serve as co-chairs of the Presi
dent's Council and support this legisla
tion. I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was orderd to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL ON 
PHYSICAL FITNESS AND SPORTS, 

Washington, DC, August 12, 1994. 
Hon. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR CAMPBELL: Thank you for 

the opportunity to share our excitement 
about the important work of the President's 
Council on Physical Fitness and Sports 
(PCPFS). 

The leadership of the PCPFS would appre
ciate your support of proposed legislation to 
form a national foundation that would assist 
with the programmatic activities of our 
Council. Its formation would require no fed
eral dollars. The PCPFS feels that Congres
sional backing of this important legislation 
is essential. 

As all of us are currently discussing issues 
that involve protecting and improving the 
heal th of every American, the PCPFS con
tinues to play a key role in this important 
dialogue. We are the only federal office that 
ls solely devoted to programs involving phys
ical activity, fitness and sports. The support 
of every member of Congress will send a pow
erful message indicating an understanding of 
how significant the role fitness and sports 
play in the daily lives of our youth, seniors, 
minorities and disabled. This ls a bipartisan 
message about lifestyle and personal respon
s1b111ty. Clearly with a budget of Sl.4 million, 
the Council needs assistance in touching and 
motivating our country's most valuable 
asset: its citizens. 

The foundation, established in collabora
tion with the Department of Health and 
Human Services (DHHS), would be a non
profit, private corporation. It would encour
age the participation by, and support of, pri
vate organizations in the activities of the 
Council. 

Congressional support would add to the 
prestige of our mission and the significance 
of our goals. As you may know, Congress has 
also provided legislative authorization for 
the Secretary of DHHS to create two founda
tions-one in support of the National Insti
tutes of Health and the other in support of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven
tion. 

We would appreciate your help with this 
important piece of business. 

FLORENCE GRIFFITH 
JOYNER. 

TOM MCMILLEN. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

minority leader is recognized. 

CRIME 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I was en

couraged by last night's White House 
meeting involving Republican whip 
NEWT GINGRICH and a delegation of 
House Republicans. Perhaps this is a 
signal that President Clinton now fi
nally understands that last Thursday's 
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vote was not a procedural trick or a po
litically inspired attempt to hurt his 
Presidency, but rather a vote to im
prove the crime bill to make it strong
er, tougher, better. 

This is not rocket science. If the 
President is serious about passing a 
tough, no-nonsense crimefighting plan 
for America, here are some of the im
provements he should support: 

First, increase prison funding to the 
House level of $13.5 billion; tighten the 
language so that prison funds will defi
nitely be used to build new prison cells, 
rather than half-way houses and other 
prison alternatives; and require truth
in-sentencing for first-time violent of
fenders. 

Second, cut at least half of the spend
ing on social programs, including the 
Local Partnership Act, the Model 
Cities Intensive Grant Program, and 
the so-called Yes Grant Program. When 
the crime bill left the Senate last No
vember, it had a price tag of $22 billion. 
But, now, 9 months later, the con-

. ference report authorizes a staggering 
$33 billion, a 50-percent increase. Obvi
ously, somewhere along the way, the 
crime bill was hijacked by the big-dol
lar social spenders. 

Third, plug the so-called safety valve 
provision, which could result in the 
early release of 10,000 convicted drug 
offenders-a get-out-of-jail-free card 
brought to you by the U.S. Congress. 

Fourth, no cuts for the FBI or the 
Drug Enforcement Agency. No crime 
bill should cut staffing at our Nation's 
top law enforcement agencies. 

Fifth, restore some of the tough pro
visions adopted last April by the 
House, including Congresswoman MOL
INARI's proposal on similar-offense evi
dence in sexual assault cases, and the 
Megan Kanka law, requiring State law 
enforcement agencies to notify the 
public when violent sexual predators 
are living in their communities. 

Sixth, restore some of the tough pro
visions adopted by the Senate, includ
ing mandatory minimums for those 
who use a gun in the commission of a 
crime; mandatory restitution for crime 
victims; and Senator SIMPSON'S provi
sion requiring the swift deportation of 
criminal aliens. 

And finally, Mr. President, give the 
States and localities more flexibility 
over how to use the funding for more 
cops. I have heard from many police 
chiefs, including Chief Fred Thomas of 
Washington, DC, who have indicated 
that what is needed most is not more 
police officers but better technology. 
We should provide that flexibility. 

The ball is now in President Clinton's 
court. He can adopt a one-party strat
egy, trying to muscle his way up to 218 
votes. Or he can continue to do what he 
started last night. 

The President is wise to reach out to 
Republicans, but political lipservice 
will not do it alone. The President 
must publicly support real, meaning-

ful, tough-on-crime improvements to 
the conference report, so that we can 
pass a bipartisan bill not with 218 votes 
but with 435 votes, if necessary, in the 
House and all the votes in the Senate. 

If, however, the President wants to 
tinker around the edges, making small 
adjustments here and there to win over 
8 or 9 or 10 votes, then he will be mak
ing a big mistake. In the end, that may 
be a successful strategy for the House, 
but you can bet it will not be a winner 
here in the Senate. 

I think many in the Senate are going 
to wonder how it ballooned from $22 to 
$33 billion and what happened to a lot 
of the tough enforcement provisions 
that had broad bipartisan support. 
Keep in mind, this bill passed the Sen
ate by a vote of 95 to 4 or 94 to 5. We 
had a lot of tough provisions in it, and 
suddenly they have all disappeared, or 
many disappeared. I think the Amer
ican people will support a good crime 
bill. But keep in mind, also, that this 
only applies to Federal crimes. Many 
people see crime bill, they immediately 
believe it is going to have a big impact 
on their States and localities. I do not 
believe that is the case. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 

just add one thing in response to the 
majority leader's statement on health 
care. We are going to do all the busi
ness we can on health care. We are 
going to try to explain it to the Amer
ican people, try to explain all the plans 
that are out there-the Gephardt plan, 
the Clinton plan, the Mitchell plan, the 
Dole plan, the mainstream plan, the 
Nunn-Domenici plan. 

There are a lot of plans and some 
have similarities. Many of us think we 
ought to take all the common parts of 
these plans, put them together and 
pass that bill. Many of us are wonder
ing, and certainly the Presiding Officer 
may have wondered, too, how are we 
going to-if we are going to spend $1.5 
trillion over the next 10 years, what ef
fect is it going to have on other appro
priations, and how are we going to be 
able to find that money, and what will 
happen in the process. 

So I would say to the majority lead
er, we are prepared to move ahead. We 
are not going to be rushed, but we are 
prepared to move ahead. This is the 
most important issue that will be 
around this year or maybe for many 
years, and we certainly welcome the 
debate. 

CRIME BILL CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 

wish to thank the minority leader for 
his comments about crime and also 
about health care as well. He is right 
on in those comments. 

Today, Republicans renew their call 
for a bipartisan crime bill. Simply em-

ploying a bare knuckles strategy to 
turn a few votes in the House will not 
produce a tough bill, nor will it win 
passage of this bill. If President Clin
ton wants to pass a true crime bill, 
then Republicans will deliver the nec
essary votes, provided our suggested 
improvements are incorporated. And 
they have just been outlined by the dis
tinguished Republican leader. 

Ramming the crime bill through the 
House with a coalition of social lib
erals and big spenders will surely 
threaten the bill's passage in this body. 
The Senate will not accept the crime 
bill in its pork-feeding frenzy. Com
prehensive changes must be made. 

The Republican leadership has pro
duced a list of changes for the Presi
dent's consideration. I must concede 
that every change I would prefer is not 
on this list. There are literally dozens 
of Senate tough-on-crime provisions 
that were dropped or substantially 
weakened by the conference commit
tee. However, we want to undertake a 
serious effort to reach a bipartisan 
compromise on the crime bill, and this 
list of changes is our bottom line. 

Should the administration refuse to 
work in a bipartisan manner but still 
manage through arm twisting and ob
fuscation to squeeze the crime bill con
ference report through the House, we 
then will take up our concerns on the 
floor of the Senate. We will then offer 
a budget point of order because of the 
wasteful spending in the bill, and I be
lieve that we will prevail with biparti
san support. Then we will offer a tough 
compromise package, a balanced pro
posal which adequately funds prison 
construction and restores the Senate's 
tough-on-crime provisions. 

I hope we do not have to reach that 
point. I hope we can work together. 

Incidentally, some of our colleagues 
on the other side, including our chair
man of the Judiciary Committee, have 
suggested that our criticism of this 
wasteful spending in this bill is rel
atively recent. This is certainly not 
the case. I took the floor on May 19 of 
this year to criticize the wasteful 
spending in the House-passed crime 
bill. That was only a few weeks after 
the House passed the measure. 

So I ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of my remarks on May 19 be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HATCH. In those remarks, I 

criticized virtually every one of these 
big spending, pork barrel, boondoggling 
aspects which have been adopted in 
that conference report, plucked right 
out of the pork barrel filled House 
crime bill. 

We simply have to face the fact that 
the fight against crime does not permit 
the hiding of billions of dollars in pork 
barrel spending boondoggles under the 
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guise that they are trying to do some
thing about crime. 

Mr. President, this is an important 
issue. I would like to see a bipartisan 
issue. I would like to see us march to
gether and do what we should do. 
Frankly, the Senate-passed crime bill 
passed 94 to 4, and that included the 
antigun provisions, which shows that 
that is not the sole, or even the most 
significant reason, why the fight over 
the crime bill right now. The signifi
cant reasons involve the pork barrel, 
boondoggle spending of the social lib
erals in both bodies who literally want 
to continue their spending practices 
and bring the rejected financial stimu
lus package back into law hidden in 
the crime bill, as though they are 
doing something against crime. 

So, Mr. President, I appreciate the 
distinguished Republican leader's com
ments today, and I back him 100 per
cent, and the leader over in the House, 
NEWT GINGRICH. I appreciate his meet
ings at the White House yesterday and 
his offer to the President to have Re
publicans help resolve these problems. 
If we do not have a bipartisan bill, I do 
not think we are going to accomplish 
very much against crime in the ensu
ing number of months and years. 

I thank the Chair. I yield back what
ever time I have. 

EXHIBYJ:' 1 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, what drives the 

emotion of the distinguished Senator from 
Florida and his counterpart on the Democrat 
side of the floor is that people out there are 
tired of the average sentence time served in 
the States being 40 percent. And they are 
specifically tired of it when it comes to vio
lent criminals. When a murderer gets a sen
tence of 15 years on the average, and serves 
less than 7, the average murderer in this 
country, it does not take many brains to re
alize that there has to be something done to 
keep these people off the street. 

When the average rapist gets sentenced to 
8 years in prison and serves less than 2, a 
rapist-our daughters are at risk-it is not 
hard to understand why some of us would 
like to see those sentences, at least 85 per
cent, carried out. That is what the truth in 
sentencing ls. Whether it should be triggered 
by the regional prison concept or some other 
concept, it is almost irrelevant to me. But 
we want to get the violent criminals, and 
lock them up and throw away the key for at 
least 85 percent of that time that they are 
sentenced. If they use a gun, then they ought 
to get it doubled. 

That is the way to stop the unwise, the un
lawful, and the dirty, rotten use of guns in 
this society, not some ridiculous, idiotic, 5-
day waiting period that has caused almost 
everybody to go out and buy their guns 
now-the typical liberal solution to things. 
"Let us have a 5-day waiting period. That is 
going to solve all of our problems." All that 
has done ls increased gun sales like 300 per
cent across this country because people 
could not wait to go out and get their guns 
now that they are going to have to wait 5 
days. 

These liberal solutions have never worked. 
Of course, now they have Brady II. Brady I 
was supposed to do everything for us. It has 
not done a doggone thing. In fact, it ls going 
to undermine law enforcement in this coun
try. 
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Now they want an assault weapon ban. 
They are going to ban 19 weapons. But they 
have defined them in such a way that over 
100 will be banned, but they are going to ex
clwle, exempt, 650 that have basically the 
same firing mechanism as these so-called 
19-to take away the rights of American citi
zens, as defined in the second amendment to 
keep and bear arms, which is certainly more 
than a m1litia right as defined by some 
today. That is the national guard right. That 
ls not what the Founding Fathers meant. 
That is not what they meant when they 
wrote that amendment. The m111t1a was 
every American citizen who felt inclined to 
support our country. 

So we can moan and groan about truth in 
sentencing all we want. But that is what the 
American people want. They want the vio
lent criminals put away. 

I happen to agree with the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota that we should 
not be spending all of our expensive jail time 
for those who are not violent people. I hap
pen to agree with the Senator from Delaware 
that boot camps may be a solution for people 
like that. We should not make prison a very 
nice time for people. Unfortunately, our do
gooders on the liberal side of the equation 
want to make sure that everybody is treated 
beautifully in prison. Frankly, I think it ls 
time to get tough on these people. 

I have another part of this I would like to 
spend a few minutes on. 

Mr. President, the two Houses of Congress 
are soon going to go to a conference on the 
crime bill. I regret to report that the crime 
bill passed by the other body contains sev
eral billion dollars in ill-defined social pro
grams-I might say ill-defined 1960's Great
Society-style social spending programs in 
the guise of anticrime legislation. · 

As such, these wasteful social spending 
boondoggles will rob the people of Utah and 
every other State of scarce resources which 
would be aimed at fighting crime, building 
prisons, hiring local, State, and Federal law 
enforcement officials and officers, and simi
lar law enforcement measures. 

Take, for example, the Local Partnership 
Act contained in the House bill. This pro
gram will give local governments S2 billlon 
for fiscal years 1995 and 1996 to use for four 
purposes: education to prevent crime, sub
stance abuse treatment to prevent crime, co
ordination of Federal crime prevention pro
grams and, job programs to prevent crime. 
There are no other standards in the House 
bill. That is it-those four broad-based 
standards. We just have these four general 
purposes. 

In plain English, this is just Federal 
money for local government social programs 
with the crime label put on them for cos
metic purposes. By slapping the phrase "to 
prevent crime" on these purpose clauses, 
this provides the cover to hijack S2 billlon of 
precious crime fighting resources for any
thing at all that localities will label "edu
cation to prevent crime," or for drug treat
ment, or for more Government jobs pro
grams. 

The $2 billion would be much better spent 
in really fighting crime by spending it on 
prisor.s, law enforcement officers, and equip
ment. 

Let me take another example of wasteful 
social spending in the House bill, the Model 
Intensive Grant Program. This program al
lows the Attorney General virtually total 
discretion to spend $1.5 billion over 5 years 
in grants for up to 15 chronic high-intensive 
crime areas to develop comprehensive crime 
prevention programs. This money apparently 

can be spent on anything that can arguably 
be said to attribute to reducing chronic vio
lent crime. 

The House bill says this includes but is not 
limited to youth programs, "deterioration or 
lack of public fac111ties, inadequate public 
services such as public transportation," sub
stance abuse treatment fac111ties, employ
ment services offices, and police services, 
equipment, or fac111ties. 

I believe in spending wisely on crime pre
vention, although most of that funding 
should not come from the crime bill, where 
we should focus very hea vlly on enforce
ment. 

But this open-ended Model Intensive Grant 
Program allows spending on just about any
thing that can be remotely described as 
crime prevention, however tenuously, in
cluding public transportation. We are sup
posed to be sending the President an 
anticrime blll. Let the Department of Trans
portation offer some of its existing funds for 
transportation services for preventive crime. 
Let us not take it out of our crime blll. 

Mr. President, you can bet that conferees 
from the other side of the aisle wlll propose 
inadequate funding for new prisons in the 
crime bill. We wlll undoubtedly need to 
spend more on prisons. We need to spend 
more on prisons for two interrelated reasons. 
We can talk about ensuring that children do 
not go astray, and we should be concerned 
about that. But we have many vicious crimi
nals right now who are not serving enough of 
their sentences. And speaking of crime pre
vention, one of the best things we can do to 
prevent crime right now is to take violent 
criminals off the streets for long periods of 
time so that they cannot commit anymore 
crimes. 

Another social spending program in the 
House bill is $525 million for a Youth Em
ployment and Skills Crime Prevention Pro
gram which funnels cash to State and local 
governments for job training and make-work 
programs. 

This ls a duplication of the programs I 
have just mentioned, except this one ls run 
by the Department of Labor. Despite the fact 
that there are already over 150 Federal job 
training programs at a cost of over $20 bil
lion a year, the Attorney General announced 
this week that the administration supports 
this program and has asked that Congress in
crease the program to Sl billion. 

Frankly, the best crime prevention pro
gram ls one that ensures swift apprehension 
and certain and lengthy incarceration for 
violent criminals. The more than $4 billion 
in these three boondoggle programs in the 
bill the other body sent belong in prison con
struction and other measures. 

These social spending programs are neither 
tough nor smart on the fight against crime. 
We can and must spend our moneys more 
wisely, and in the process we have to move 
to truth in sentencing. 

I want to point out a little bit about just 
how these programs work. This lists seven 
Federal departments who sponsor 266 pro
grams which serve delinquent and at-risk 
youth-266. These are already existing pro
grams. This ls Federal departments on this 
side and the number of programs each de
partment has. 

The Department of Education has 31 pro
grams already in existence without the 
crime bill. The Department of Health and 
Human Services has 92 programs already in 
existence. We are doing a lot in this area 
without the crime bill. The Department of 
Housing and Urban Development has 3 pro
grams; Department of Interior, 9 programs; 
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Department of Justice, 117 programs; De
partment of Labor has 8; Department of 
Transportation, 6, for a total of 266 Federal 
programs for at-risk youth. 

Yet, we would add $4 billion more. In other 
words, every time you try to do something 
about crime, those on the liberal side of the 
equation load the bill up with more social 
spending programs that are not working 
anyway, rather than do the things that have 
to be done against violent crime in our soci
ety. 

So I repeat this. The GAO recently re
ported to Senator DODD, who heads our Fam
lly and Children Subcommittee on the Labor 
Committee, that there are 7 Federal depart
ments fostering 266 prevention programs 
which currently serve delinquent or at-risk 
youth. Like I say, of these 266 programs, 31 
are run by the Department of Education, 92 
by HHS, and 117 by the Justice Department. 

GAO found that there already exists a mas
sive Federal effort on behalf of troubled 
youth," which spends over $3 billion a year. 
GAO went on to report that: 

Taken together, the scope and number of 
multlagency programs show that the Gov
ernment ls responsive to the needs of these 
young people * * *. It is apparent from the 
Federal activities and response that the 
needs of delinquent youth are being taken 
quite seriously. 
That ls in the GAO report, Federal Agency 
Juvenile Delinquency Development State
ments, August 1992. 

Despite the findings of the GAO, the House 
crime bill throws even more money at State 
and local government under the prevention 
label, while fa111ng to acknowledge our ongo
ing efforts. Listening to the House bill sup
porters, one would assume the Federal Gov
ernment has done nothing in the area of 
crime prevention. 

They load up the House bill with almost 
SlO billion of prevention. I believe there are 
some legitimate areas where we can do 
something about prevention, but I have to 
tell you right now that we are doing plenty 
without loading up this crime bill with more 
than we need. We need the prisons; we need 
the police; we need to get tough on crime; we 
need the mandatory minimum sentences; we 
need the beefing up of Quantico, of our DEA, 
of our FBI, of our Justice Department pros
ecutors, rather than cutting back on them. 
We need tough antlrural crime initiatives, 
antlgang initiatives, violence-against-women 
initiatives, the scams on the senior citizens, 
against telemarketing fraud. All of that in 
this bill would make a difference against 
crime in our society. 

Mr. President, I have to say that we have 
a lot of problems in going to conference on 
this crime blll, not the least of which ls the 
gun ban and, of course, not the least of which 
is this racial justice act, which would vir
tually outlaw all implementations of all 
death penalties in our society today, and 
would cost the American taxpayers billions, 
1f not trillions of unnecessary dollars, as the 
whole capital punishment system would 
come to a screeching halt and be embroiled 
in all kinds of litigation, all kinds of statis
tical analysis, all kinds of social welfare 
work, to the point that people will throw 
their hands up in the air and say we really 
cannot get tough on criminals, especially 
those who commit wlllful, violent, heinous 
murders against the public. 

Mr. President, I wanted to make a couple 
of these points during this debate today, be
cause I have to go back to the truth-in-sen
tencing provisions. If we do not get tough on 
the violent criminals, we are not going to 

make headway in this society. All of the pre
vention programs in the world are not going 
to help us. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

time for morning business will shortly 
expire. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask that this Sen
ator be able to proceed for 5 minutes as 
if in morning business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. -

CRIME BILL CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I was 
here on the floor prepared to move 
ahead, as were Senator MOYNIHAN and 
others, on the issue of heal th care. 
Then I heard our good friend, the mi
nority leader, talk about the crime bill 
conference report. Listening to him, I 
did not recognize the bill he was de
scribing. 

Just yesterday, my Governor, a Re
publican, indicated that he was pre
pared to ensure matching funds for all 
the communities of Massachusetts to 
make sure that we would achieve the 
goal of adding 100,000 more police offi
cers nationwide. He identified many 
different points of the crime bill that 
were worthwhile and valuable, and 
seemed eager for those measures to be 
supported here in the Senate. In frank
ness, he did not express a specific view 
on passage of the overall bill. He said 
he had not studied the issue well 
enough to be able to make a judgment 
in terms of its overall features, but he 
indicated that crime was an area of 
great priority and he wanted us to 
move forward, and the people of Massa
chusetts certainly do as well. 

Second, the people of my State want 
action on the banning of assault weap
ons that have no purpose whatsoever 
for hunting, and only for killing indi
viduals. 

It is interesting that, with the excep
tion of the 10 members of the Black 
Caucus, who have a longstanding his
tory of voting against the death pen
alty, most of the members who voted 
against the rule also supported elimi
nating the assault weapon ban when 
that separate vote occurred in the 
House. That is basically what was 
going on over in the House of Rep
resentati ves. 

We listened to these protestations 
that have been made here earlier 
today, but these issues of public policy 
were resolved during earlier debates. 
We heard on the floor of the U.S. Sen
ate when we were debating the funding 
of various prison cells--the issue was, 
are we going to have truth in sentenc
ing? As the author of the Sentencing 
Reform Act, I believe in truth in sen
tencing. 

But are we going to require truth in 
sentencing for the States before they 
will get the funding? 

The Senator from Delaware spoke 
very eloquently about this issue. If we 
make it a very strict standard, many 
States will be unable to compete for 
the money. Many of those on the other 
side of the aisle wanted it stronger and 
stronger, even though most correc
tional and law enforcement officials 
say that will not work. So the con
ference report had a more balanced po
sition. 

I did not hear any complaints from 
our Republican conferees when we 
added additional money for border con
trol and other law enforcement pro
grams involving illegal aliens. I did not 
hear any of the conferees on that side 
of the aisle complain about adding 
more than $1 billion in the conference 
report to try to assist States that are 
incarcerating illegal aliens. I did not 
hear those complaints as a member of 
that conference committee. I did not 
hear complaints when we increased 
funding for police officers. 

Mr. President, the Senate minority 
leader also spoke about 10,000 individ
uals who are going to be released from 
jails. His numbers are wrong and he 
has misstated the safety valve provi
sion, but I would point out that this 
proposal was supported by Congress
men HENRY HYDE and BILL MCCOLLUM, 
leading Republicans. They know that 
the proposal will affect only a small 
number of nonviolent, low level drug 
off enders. And we need those prison 
cells for the violent rapists and mur
derers and those that are committing 
other crimes of violence. This was sup
ported by Republicans on the con
ference. Now we hear other Repub
licans say they do not want that now. 

I would say finally, Mr. President, we 
should listen to the majority leader 
who read into the RECORD some of the 
various proposals which have been ad
vocated by our Republican friends 
under the concept of prevention. Many 
of their programs were included in the 
conference report. It is amazing that 
Republicans were willing to add them 
to the proposal here in the U.S. Senate, 
and now these measures are being 
railed against here on the floor by 
other Republicans. 

I am hopeful we will get a good crime 
bill. I remember very well that we 
spent close to 2 days on the floor before 
the Senate adopted the Brady bill, and 
there was great uncertainty on that 
side of the aisle whether they were 
going to continue a filibuster or not fil
ibuster. I think the President is going 
the extra mile to get a good bill. I 
know the leadership is trying to get a 
good measure. I thought that the ex
planations by the Senator from Dela
ware responded fully to these questions 
and I commend those remarks to my 
colleagues. 
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TRIBUTE TO MAJ. GEN. JOHN G. 

SMITH, JR. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 

today to enter into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD a eulogy for an Arizona citizen, 
outstanding soldier, and American pa
triot. 

Maj. Gen. John G. Smith, Jr., served 
his country, his State, and his God 
with unswerving devotion and dedica
tion. As the adjutant general for the 
State of Arizona, his record was one of 
excellence and commitment to the pub
lic welfare. His untimely death is a loss 
for Arizona and the Phoenix commu
nity. 

I ask unanimous consent that a eulo
gy given at General Smith's funeral by 
Gen. Curtis A. Jennings be included in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the eulogy 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
GEN. JOHN GRADY SMITH, JR.-EULOGY PRE

SENTED BY CURTIS A. JENNINGS AT HIS FU
NERAL ON JULY 11, 1994 

We are here today to honor the memory of 
our colleague and friend LTG John Grady 
Smith, Jr. It is impossible to render a proper 
eulogy to Gen. Smith in a few words and cap
ture the full and rich tapestry of his life and 
a complete catalogue of his accomplish
ments. He was an extraordinary individual 
who had a lasting impact upon the Arizona 
National Guard, the community and State 
and his friends and acquaintances. His pass
ing leaves a void in the lives of all those who 
knew him. On behalf of the officers and en
listed persons of the Army and Air National 
Guard, both active and retired, Gen. Smith's 
friends and acquaintances, I convey deepest 
sympathy and profound condolences to Mrs. 
Jane Smith, their three children and their 
families. 

John Smith was born on November 19, 1919, 
in Statesboro, Georgia, where he grew to 
manhood. He attended Georgia Southern Col
lege in Statesboro where he met, in 1940, his 
future wife Norma Jane Simpson, affection
ately known to all of us as "Jane." 

His mill tary career began in April of 1938 . 
when he enlisted in the Georgia National 
Guard. In November 1940, his Guard unit was 
called into Federal Service due to the winds 
of war which were sweeping over Europe and 
the concern that the United States would 
soon be involved. He was in a coast artillery 
unit and received training at and was as
signed to Camp Fisher, Fort Stewart and 
Fort Bragg before being commissioned as a 
2nd Lieutenant Infantry in August 1942 
through the Officer Candidate Program at 
the Infantry School, Ft. Benning, Georgia. 
He was assigned to the 104th Infantry Divi
sion nicknamed the "Timberwolf" Division 
which had been activated and was in training 
as a combat division at Camp Adair near 
Corvallis, Washington. 

After a period of courting as only a south
ern gentleman can court, he won the hand of 
Jane, and they were married on April 4, 1943. 
Jane says he kept asking her by letter, tele
phone and in person so she finally said 
"yes." Clearly they must have both meant 
the vows they exchanged since they cele
brated their 51st wedding anniversary last 
April. He enjoyed telling the story that after 
he and Jane were married and were traveling 
across the country as a very young couple, 
they would stop at a motel or hotel and he 
would tell the clerk to register him as John 

Smith. The clerk would look at Jane and 
say, "and I suppose you are Jane Smith," 
and she would answer, "that's right," much 
to the hotel clerk's amusement. Jane is an 
outstanding ideal of an officer's lady. She 
followed her soldier from camp to camp until 
his unit was deployed overseas, and then 
waited to join him when he returned. 

In the fall of 1943 the 104th Infantry Divi
sion moved from Camp Adair, Oregon, with 
its wet and rainy climate, to the dry desert 
of Camp Hyder, Arizona. The division's en
campment was known as Camp Horn, and the 
location was described as in the Arizona 
Desert on the Southern Pacific Railroad 
somewhere between Phoenix and Yuma, Ari
zona. Then Lt. Smith and his lady Jane 
found a rooming house in Phoenix where 
they rented quarters from a couple who be
came lifelong friends, Guy and Esther Gas
ton. Here they spent weekends when Lt. 
Smith was not in the field on maneuvers. 
Having bought their first car, Jane learned 
to drive on the dusty unpaved streets and 
roads of west Phoenix, Gila Bend and Hyder. 
This was their first experience in Arizona, 
and they must have liked it since they re
turned after the war. 

From Arizona, the Division went to Camp 
Carson, Colorado, and then to Camp Kilmer, 
New Jersey, for overseas deployment. In late 
summer 1944, the Division landed in Cher
bourg, France and was transported soon 
thereafter to the Belgium/Holland area 
where it was committed to combat attached 
to the First British Corps of the First Cana
dian Army. Its mission was to assist in clear
ing the approaches to the Port of Antwerp. 
Jane, of course, stayed in the United States, 
where she bore their first daughter, Norma. 

· John did not see his daughter until he re
turned from Europe in the summer of 1945 
after V.E. Day. 

The 104th Infantry Division had an out
standing combat record in Europe, serving 
continuously in combat for 195 consecutive 
days. It served under British and Canadian 
command, as well as under the First and 
Ninth United States Armies. It inflicted over 
18,000 casualties and captured 2,000 towns and 
communities, including the great cities of 
Cologne, Eshweiler and Halle. It took 52,000 
prisoners in the great sweep across Germany 
to the Elbe and Mulde Rivers where it met 
the Russian forces on April 26, 1945. It also 
liberated two Nazi concentration camps 
where, in addition to the stark reality of 
combat, Gen. Smith saw and experienced 
some of the worst examples of man's inhu
man! ty to his fellow man. 

During these campaigns, Gen. Smith was 
awarded the Combat Infantry Badge, the 
Bronze Star with Oak Leaf Cluster, and the 
French Croix de Guerre with Palms. MG 
Terry de la Mesa Allen, Commanding Gen
eral of the 104th Infantry Division specifi
cally commended him and other officers for 
the fine performance in the European Thea
tre of operations. As most combat veterans, 
he spoke little of his wartime experiences. 

In June 1945, after V.E. Day, the Division 
moved to Camp Lucky Strike near Dieppe 
and La Havre, France, and then sailed to 
New York for redeployment to the Pacific 
Theatre of operations. After leave, the men 
of the Division reassembled at Camp San 
Luis Obispo, California, on August 1, 1945, for 
combat refresher training and deployment in 
the Pacific. Through the use of its nuclear 
power, the U.S. compelled the surrender of 
Japan on August 15, 1945, and the Division, 
no longer needed in the Pacific, was there
after deactivated. 

Gen. Smith was separated from active duty 
as a Major in November 1945, and he, Jane 

and Norma journeyed from Camp San Luis 
Obispo, California, to Statesboro, Georgia. 
After seeing family and friends, he went "job 
looking," as he put it, and found that Geor
gia was not a good place to find a job. He 
contacted his friend Guy Gaston in Phoenix, 
Arizona, and through contacts with the 
American Legion, he became a contact offi
cer for the Veterans Administration and set
tled his family permanently in Phoenix 
where his second daughter Sharon and son 
Guy were born. 

He was in the organized reserve following 
his separation from active duty until May of 
1949 when he joined the Arizona Army Na
tional Guard. He remained employed with 
the Veterans Administration until 1952, 
when he became Executive Officer of the Na
tional Guard serving under Adjutants Gen
eral Frank Frazier and later J. Clyde Wilson. 
I first met Gen. Smith on one of his trips to 
Washington with Gen. Wilson in 1957 when 
they came to see Senator Carl Hayden from 
whom I was working at the time. 

In June of 1960, Gen. Smith became the 
U.S. Property and Fiscal Officer for Arizona, 
and served in that position for the next 15 
years, with Adjutants General J. Clyde Wil
son, Joe Ahee, Jackson Bogle and Charles 
Fernald. 

In July 1975 he was appointed Adjutant 
General of Arizona by Governor Raul Castro 
and promoted to Major General. He was re
appointed twice by Governor Bruce Babbitt 
and retired in November 1983, at which time 
he was given his third star and promoted to 
Lieutenant General. 

He was an enthusiastic and cheerful indi
vidual with a "can do" attitude. During his 
tenure as the U.S. Property and Fiscal Offi
cer, it operated smoothly and efficiently, 
providing the troops with all logistical 
needs. As Adjutant General, he presided over 
a major expansion of the Arizona Army Na
tional Guard that almost doubled its troop 
strength and placed new units in a number of 
Arizona's rural communities. A number of 
new armories and facilities were started dur
ing his tenure. He also supported major ex
pansion and new missions for the Air Na
tional Guard. While Adjutant General, he 
convinced the Pentagon to put the Arizona 
National Guard in command of the Navajo 
Army Depot near Flagstaff and to operate 
the munitions storage facility with Guard 
troops. This was the first time an active 
Army installation came under control of a 
state National Guard. 

General Smith had outstanding character
istics of leadership. Unlike so many of his 
contemporaries who chose Patton as their 
model, Gen. Smith chose to emulate General 
Omar Bradley. He was a soldier's General-a 
diplomat, courteous and compassionate in 
even the most difficult situations. He was 
honest and sincere. He never played a part; 
he was always himself. He made ordinary 
people feel good and that they were impor
tant. He always had time for anyone who 
wanted to talk to him. As Adjutant General, 
he established an "open door" policy that 
was followed throughout the command. He 
got along well with private soldiers, gen
erals, senators and cabinet members. 

When he was Adjutant General and I served 
as his Troop Comma'nder, I would go to see 
him on some difficult policy or personnel 
matter, and when we were through, he would 
always thank me for coming to see him. This 
always surprised me. Jane tells me that it 
was his habit to thank her and the children 
for the smallest thing, like passing him a 
glass of water. This character of southern 
gentleness-one might say almost chivalrous 
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conduct-made him stand out as if he were 
from an earlier and more noble time. This 
manner earned him the loyalty and respect 
of his peers and subordinates alike. He was 
well respected and highly regarded by his fel
low Adjutants General and the officers with 
whom he worked in the National Guard Bu
reau. Every Arizona Governor with whom he 
worked had the highest regard for him, in
cluding Governors Pyle, McFarland, Wil
liams, Fannin, Goddard, Castro Bolin, Bab
bitt and Mofford. The Arizona Congressional 
Delegation always looked to him for advice 
on military issues and reserve and national 
guard matters. Even with his abilities, he 
could not have succeeded without the help of 
others. In this regard, I know he would have 
wanted special mention made of three ladies 
who took care of him as his assistants and 
secretaries during his service in the Guard 
and of whom he thought so highly. These la
dies are: Helen Glenn, Marilyn Pomerenke 
and Anna Kroger. Another friend of long 
standing whose acquaintance with General 
Smith goes back to their days with the 104th 
Division in Germany is now retired Sgt. 
" Pinky" Martinez. Mention should also be 
made of individuals who have gone before 
him and on whom be counted during those 
busy years. Special mention should be made 
of General Bob Pettycrew, Sam Krevitsky, 
Norman Erb and Dr. Mark Westervelt. 

During his years as Adjutant General when 
a crisis would arise, General Smith would as
semble a small staff to advise him, which he 
would call his " crisis staff. " Al though others 
might be involved, depending upon the is
sues, always there was Gen. Jay Brashear, 
this eulogist and Bob Pettycrew, in whom 
Gen. Smith had such confidence and on 
whom he always relied. 

Even though he had a busy career, he al
ways had time for his family. He was a lov
ing husband and father. His children recall 
his playing ball and other athletic events 
with them. They recall picnics and his love 
of a backyard barbecue and cookout. Al
though they mention that sometimes the 
meat was cooked a little too well, he would 
tell them that was the southern way. He 
took his family on trips and taught them the 
history and heritage of our state and nation. 
He was a firm believer in the biblical com
mandment to honor thy father and mother. 
We have all heard him speak of his family in 
Georgia, especially his mother whom he wor
shipped. He was faithful in his pilgrimage to 
Georgia every year or so to see her until her 
passing a few years ago. 

General Smith also found time for civic ac
tivities. He was Chairman of the Arizona 
State Fair Commission, a member of the 
Phoenix Urban League, Federal Executives 
Association, Arizona Emergency Services 
Association, and Military Affairs Committee 
of the Phoenix Chamber of Commerce. He 
was also a lifetime member of the 
Timberwolf Association, the Association of 
the United States Army, American Legion 
and National Guard Associations of Arizona 
and the United States. He enjoyed life. When 
I last saw him just before he went into the 
hospital , he told me " I have had a good life. 
I have enjoyed all of it." 

General Smith did have a fine and success
ful personal and military career. In addition 
to his combat decorations previously men
tioned, he was awarded the Distinguished 
Service Medal, the Legion of Merit, Army 
Commendation Medal, the Arizona Distin
guished Service Medal, and many other med
als and decorations. He was inducted into 
the Infantry Hall of Fame at the Infantry 
School at Fort Benning, Georgia. 

General John G. Smith passed away on 
July 6, 1994. In describing him and his career, 
I think of the words duty, honor, loyalty and 
integrity. He will be sorely missed. Although 
he has answered that final bugle call, he will 
not be forgotten. As the poet Angelo Patri 
said: 

"In one sense there is no death. The life of 
a soul on earth last beyond his departure. 
* * *He lives on in your life and in the lives 
of all others that knew him." 

And so it will be with General John Smith. 
This kind and gentle man left the world a 
better place than he found it. He touched all 
of our lives and we are all richer for having 
known him.-Curtis A. Jennings, Brigadier 
General (ret.) Arizona Army National Guard. 

THE lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
ROGERS DEPARTMENT STORE 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Septem
ber 4, 1894, marked the beginning of a 
legacy for Maj . Benjamin Armstead 
Rogers, for the small town of Florence, 
AL, and indeed for the entire north
western region of the State. On that 
date, nearly 100 years ago, Major Rog
ers and his two sons, Thomas 
McLemore and Benjamin Armstead, 
Jr., opened the Surprise Store at the 
corner of Court and Mobile Streets in 
Florence. As recorded in the Florence 
Gazette, the opening was accompanied 
by Ben Rogers, Jr., leaving for New 
York to buy stock. 

The Rogers family had arrived in 
Florence confident of the town's and 
area's future, and they wanted to play 
a part in its development. The family's 
ideas and vision about retail mer
chandising varied significantly from 
those of the average tradesmen of the 
day. They marked each and every item 
with its exact price and their policy of 
"One price-plain figures" led to their 
success. The store that still stands at 
the corner of Court and Mobile Street 
today is a living testament to the Rog
ers' success over the last century. 

Five generations of the Rogers fam
ily have now worked at this location. A 
large part of the vitality of downtown 
Florence today is a direct result of the 
Rogers ' commitment to maintaining 
the life of the central business district. 
Like most major department stores in 
recent decades, they have had opportu
nities to relocate to modern, state-of
the-art suburban shopping malls, but 
have chosen to remain as one of the an
chors of downtown business. There are 
now Rogers stores in Decatur and Mus
cle Shoals, AL, as well. 

Rogers family members have also 
taken a leading role in community 
service and have played pivotal roles in 
the progress and development of north 
Alabama. They have served as mem
bers of the chamber of commerce, the 
Rotary Club, United Way, Boy Scouts 
of America, the YMCA, and the Ala
bama State Legislature. Corinne Rog
ers Zaccagnini, a great-great grand
daughter of the founders, presently 
works for Senator DECONCINI on the Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe Com
mission. 

I salute the Rogers family and con
gratulate them on the lOOth anni ver
sary of Rogers Department Store. It 
has become a legendary institution in 
this part of Alabama, and is poised for 
an even brighter future. 

IS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
YOU BE THE JUDGE ABOUT THAT 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 

close of business on Tuesday, August 
16, the Federal debt stood at 
$4,667,394,077,182.19, meaning that on a 
per ca pi ta basis, every man, woman, 
and child in America owes $17,902.56 as 
his or her share of that debt. 

IN MEMORIAM-MANFRED 
WOERNER 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in praise of Manfred Woerner, 
Secretary General of the North Atlan
tic Treaty Organization and a true 
friend of the United States, who died 
on August 13 at the age of 59. 

Manfred Woerner was the first Ger
man to hold the highest civilian post of 
NATO. Born in Stuttgart, he won a 
seat in the German Parliament in 1965 
and rapidly established himself as a se
curity expert. In 1982, Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl named Mr. Woerner De
fense Minister at a time of great debate 
in Germany about the proposed sta
tioning of American medium-range nu
clear missiles in that country to 
counter a massive Soviet missile build
up. 

Mr. President, this issue was a grave 
one, which caused mass demonstra
tions in Germany and threatened to 
split the Atlantic alliance. It was 
largely because of Manfred Woerner's 
determined efforts that the American 
initiative succeeded. The Atlantic alli
ance survived its most serious crisis, 
and less than a decade later the West 
had won the cold war over the Soviet 
Union. 

In 1988, Manfred Woerner succeeded 
Lord Carrington as NATO Secretary 
General and in doing so became a sym
bol of democratic Germany's ultimate 
acceptance as a leader of the alliance. 
In his new position he once again 
proved his far-sightedness, advocating 
the strengthening of NATO's conven
tional forces and, more recently, call
ing for a firm response to Serbian ag
gression in the former Yugoslavia. 

Manfred Woerner was a distinguished 
German politician, a leading European 
statesman, a fine gentleman, and a 
loyal, steadfast friend of the United 
States of America. He will be sorely 
missed by this country, which is deeply 
in his debt. 

WOMEN IN COMMUNICATIONS 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

rise today to celebrate the 85th anni
versary of Women in Communications, 
Inc. 
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In 1909, it was founded as Theta 

. Sigma Phi by seven female journalism 
students at the University of Washing
ton in Seattle. Women journalists had 
few opportunities at that time, but by 
the 1920's a Theta Sig, Dorothy Thomp
son, became the first overseas bureau 
chief for an American newspaper, and 
women have been creating new oppor
tunities ever since. 

The organization has grown rapidly 
since then, and has been renamed 
Women in Communications, but its 
mission has been consistent; to ad
vance women in all fields of commu
nications, to protect first amendment 
rights and responsibilities of commu
nicators, to recognize distinguished 
professional achievements, and to pro
mote high professional standards 
throughout the communications indus
try. Its members have included women 
in many fields, from Barbara Walters, 
to Eudora Welty to Helen Thomas. 

Mr. President, as Women in Commu
nications celebrate its anniversary, its 
members have dedicated themselves to 
extending their work to future genera
tions by speaking and mentoring to 
high schools, colleges, and business 
groups. I congratulate them on their 
milestone, and invite my colleagues to 
observe October as National Commu
nications Mentoring month. 

STATEMENTS OF AUGUSTO 
RODRIQUEZ AND MICHELLE ED
WARDS, BOARD OF YOUNG PO
LICE COMMISSIONERS, NEW 
HAVEN, CT 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, yesterday, 

I had the extreme pleasure of meeting 
with Augusto and Michelle, who are in 
town attending the National Youth Vi
olence Conference. They had compel
ling stories to tell about how violence 
has affected their young lives. Their 
experiences put a face on the terror 
facing so many young people in our Na
tion-a terror that just a generation 
ago would have been impossible to 
imagine in our country. 

But their stories are also laced with 
hope for what can be done to end the 
carnage. And, this is why I felt it was 
so important to include their state
ments in the RECORD. Both Augusto 
and Michelle are officers of the Board 
in New Haven. This unique program 
brings young people and their schools 
together with the New Haven police de
partment to try and do something to 
stop the violence. 
Th~ program has worked wonders for 

the young people, police and citizens of 
that city and is exactly the type of pro
gram that could be expanded if we 
would just pass the crime bill. These 
kids understand the simple truth that 
we will never stop crime in this Nation 
until we give our kids some positive al
ternatives to the streets. So, I encour
age any of my colleagues who think 
that prevention programs should not 

be a part of tough crimefighting legis
lation to read the words of Michelle 
and Augusto. Their stories illustrate 
the wisdom of this approach better 
than any of the rhetoric we hear in this 
town. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the enclosed statements 
of Augusto Rodriquez and Michelle Ed
wards from New Haven, CT be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SPEECH TO NATIONAL YOUTH VIOLENCE 
CONFERENCE 

(By Augusto Rodriguez) 
Good morning! My name is Augusto 

Rodriguez. I am the proud President of the 
Board of Young Adult Police Commissioners. 
On behalf of the city of New Haven and the 
thousands of youth who reside in my city I 
wish to compliment you for providing us 
with a chance to face reality. I feel that this 
National Conference provides us with a nec
essary opportunity to voice our opinion on 
the fatal issue of youth and violence, which 
is taking away my friends and family. 

I have an investment in New Haven as a 
resident and a senior at Career High School. 
I come from a single parent family who sur
vives on a fixed income. My role has been 
that of a surrogate father to a good mother 
and family. The demands have added to my 
responsibilities while making me stronger. 

Career High School has a valuable asset, 
its principal Mr. Williams. He demonstrates 
a keen interest in the student body as well 
as being approachable, friendly and very 
helpful. The student population is about 400. 
The most violent act during my junior year 
was when one female struck another in the 
face over what she said. Career High does not 
represent anywhere near the amount of vio
lence that occurs in our city. 
. In the 1980 census, New Haven was ranked 
the 7th poorest city in the nation among 
cities with more than 100,000 people. Twenty
eight percent of New Haven's children under 
the age 18 live below the nation's poverty 
level. However, African Americans and His
panics account for 41 % of those living in pov
erty: While the 1990 Census indicates that 
New Haven ranks 39th now, we still continue 
to suffer the blight of being in dire need of 
economic growth. 

In just the last year I have seen what this 
adds up to. 

On my way to the store I saw a car drive 
by my brother and his 21 year old friend. I 
was half a block away when 2 windows rolled 
down. Six or seven shots where fired. The 
friend was hit in the left abdominal region 
and the right thoracic area. The friend hid 
behind a tree. He looked around and was shot 
again. This time he collapsed. My brother 
and I ran to him. When I got there, I heard 
the friend say, "It burns! It burns! Forget it 
I'm gone." He then started gasping for air. 
Police showed up and dispersed the large 
crowd. The paramedics ripped open his 
clothes and placed him on a stretcher. He 
died in the ambulance. 

I was at a club with a group of friends. 
When I saw a female about 27 pull out a 
switch blade. She slashed my friend from the 
ear to the top of her lip. Her whole epidermis 
was hanging out. She said, "My face is 
shrinking. It burns." She was so beautiful at 
21. But no longer. 

I was visiting Fair Haven Middle School 
and saw three 8th graders beating up a 7th 
grader outside. One of the 8th graders had a 

bottle in his hand and struck the 7th grader 
in the head. He fell to the ground, and all 3 
began kicking him. The school security 
guard grabbed two of them. the 7th grader 
ended up with 7 stitches. 

During my sophomore year Chief Pastore 
visited my high school. My peers and I lis
tened to the Chiefs message about 
empowerment of youth. Before the Chiefs 
departure he stated, "If you have any ques
tions or concerns please feel free to call me." 

At a drug raid next door, a narc pushed my 
younger brother and was disrespectful to 
him. I was really angry. This was not the 
message the Chief gave. I made an appoint
ment to see him. My brother, the Chief, the 
narc and the youth coordinator were there. 
We all had a chance to talk and make our 
point. At the end of a good meeting my 
brother and the narc apologized and shook 
hands. They gave their word they would be 
more respectful. The Chief suggested I speak 
with the youth coordinator Detective 
Morrissey. We talked about the Board of 
Youth Adult Police Commissioners. He gave 
me information. I called him back. I said I 
was interested in joining. I now know that 
the Board was not just a front, but a real be
ginning. That was over a year ago. 

Our Board is looking forward to interview
ing the 60 community police recruits who 
will be coming on the next year. The Crime 
Bill, which I hope passes soon will help us 
with more police and drug/alcohol preven
tion and treatment. Over 80 community pol
icy officers have been interviewed already by 
other commissioners. Now it's our turn. I am 
convinced this helps us bridge the gap be
tween policy and youth. Lasting friendships 
have been made with commissioners and po
lice. 

My first committee assignment on the 
Board was planning the Holiday Jam. The 
Board met with our Chief to bring youth to
gether for fun and a fund-raiser. We decided 
on the Thanksgiving weekend dance. I and 
other commissioners visited Hospice and 
meet with the President. The decision was 
made. Youth our age are dying right now 
from AIDS. Hospice allows them to die with 
dignity. Over 300 students from all over New 
Haven showed up paying $3 each. Three 
stores donated prizes to the dance contest. 
No cursing, no problems and a lot of respect. 
The only complaint afterwards was that peo
ple wanted to come but didn't know about it. 
We raised $800 and are planning the next 
dance. 

The Board is composed of a President, Vice 
President, Secretary, Treasurer and 18 mem
bers. We are fully chartered and legitimate 
body of elected and appointed young people, 
representing the full cross section of the pop
ulation in New Haven. Our Board meetings 
are run by Robert's Rules of Order. 

Special committees are set up when need
ed. Six commissioners are elected from their 
respective high-schools. Sixteen others must 
submit a resume and be recommended by a 
commissioner. The Board then votes. All are 
sworn in by the Mayor. 

We are serious about the quality of life. We 
know time has been wasted. Excuses are not 
the answer. You've have been leaving us out 
of this war far too long, that's why we're los
ing it. Only together can be win. Please don 't 
ignore the facts. 

Nick Pastore is more than a Chief of Po
lice. He is our friend. He listens and works 
with us when it counts. Together we are im
proving life in New Haven for everyone. We 
are ready to spread the solution and are 
available. 

Thank you for allowing our group to be 
heard today. It is commonly assumed that 
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adults fail to listen to our age group. Your 
presence here has proven that assumption to 
be incorrect. We are a prime example that 
police and youth can work together and 
make a di~ference. 

I would now like to introduce our Vice 
President, Michelle Edwards. 

AUGUSTO RODRIQUEZ, 
President. 

SPEECH TO NATIONAL YOUTH VIOLENCE 
CONFERENCE 

(By Michelle Edwards) 
Good morning! My name is Michelle Ed

wards and I am the Vice President of the 
Board of Young Adult Police Commissioners, 
and on behalf of the Board I want to thank 
you for inviting us to this very prestigious 
conference. Which we all know is addressing 
the urgent issue of youth and violence. The 
commissioners appreciate the respect you 
have shown the youth of this nation by 
hosting this important conference. 

I am a resident of New Haven, CT. My fa
ther is a retired Msgt. of the United States 
Air Force. My mother works at American 
Linen. I am a 16-year-old junior at Wilbur 
Cross High School. There I am a member of 
the National Honor Society and captain of 
the volleyball team. I also have a part-time 
job at a local Shell gas station. 

A positive aspect of Cross High School is 
it's diversity-with 17% Caucasian, 40% 
Latino, 40% African American, and 3% Asian 
American and other nationalities. Cross also 
has a number of dedicated teachers who pro
vide students with a worthwhile education. 
However, in the 2 years of attending Cross, I 
have witnessed or have had direct knowledge 
of violent acts by students which has ulti
mately disrupted and destroyed social and 
educational opportunities. On one occasion, 
we had 4 students attack one of our assistant 
principals and rob him of a mere $18. An
other time a_17-year-old young man who had 
a gun in his possession accidently shot him
self during gym class. I remember sitting in 
my social development class and hearing 
chaotic screams and yells of "Oh my God," 
"He has a gun!" Within an hour, we had 4 
television crews, 2 radio stations plus local 
newspapers ready to cover the incident. Un
fortunately, during the National Honor Soci
ety Induction, a news crew could not be 
found. Two days before the final closure of 
school, 3 female students viciously attacked 
another female student with a mule bone, 
which they confiscated from a biology class, 
sending the victim to the emergency room. 
This incident was provoked because one of 
the 3 female students didn't like the other 
student's cousin. These random acts of vio
lence have become so frequent that I and my 
classmates have become conditioned to ex
pect them and accept them as normal behav
ior. Good teachers close and lock their doors 
in fear and continue on with their daily les
son plans. For the adults who are here today, 
I want you to think back on your high school 
days. Did you ever fear the gun or knife in 
your school? We do. If our roles were re
versed and I were your parent I wouldn't let 
you go through this. Too many innocent peo
ple are being hurt. We need real action and 
genuine help now! 

I was recommended and elected by the stu
dents of Cross to represent our school on the 
Board of Young Adult Police Commissioners. 
At first I was quite critical of the Board. I 
thought that the Board was a front for teen
agers to just hang out. Now that I am a 
member of the Board and aware of it's ac
complishments, I realize that I was mis
taken. I understand that my fellow peers 

want to have a say in the decision making 
process. Being a Young Adult Police Com
missioner makes this possible. 

An example of this is the Board's Standing 
Committee on Residential Drug Treatment 
for Adolescents, which was formed in Novem
ber of 1991. It's main purpose is to try to edu
cate, prevent and treat drug abuse among 
the youth in New Haven. This committee 
conducted research and discovered that there 
were only 110 beds available in the entire 
state of CT. However, only 20 beds were 
available for non-insured (keep in mind that 
this is the ENTIRE state!). Our Standing 
Committee also discovered that the cost of 
placing someone in jail for a year, approxi
mately S42,000 was far more expensive than 
putting someone through Residential Drug 
Treatment which is approximately $24,000. 
That's when the committee took action to 
get more treatment beds for adolescents. 
Two thousand students signed a petition to 
encourage more beds and we presented it to 
the General Assembly's Appropriations Com
mittee. We also spoke in front of the Appro
priations Committee asking for their help. 
Then we learned after seeing the Annual 
Budget that no more beds would be added. 
Instead that 10 beds would be taken away 
from the youth population creating more 
victims. We then decided to call Mr. Dyson, 
the co-chairperson for the Appropriations 
Committee, to ask for his personal help. We 
were successful in saving the 10 beds. Our 
question is how long does the line of victims 
have to get before funding for more treat
ment beds are available? 

Since the Board's founding we have sup
ported and continued to encourage Residen
tial Drug Treatment. Glenn Johnson, a stu
dent at Amhurst, and also the first chairman 
of the Residential Drug Treatment Commit
tee and the president of our Alumnae Asso
ciation, along with 3 other commissioners, 
met with four recovering drug addicts in No
vember of 1991. They discussed the reasons 
for needing treatment; it had to do with life 
or death. Recently former Vice President 
Melissa Annunziata and I attended a gradua
tion of recovered addicts in Newtown CT 
(which is about an hour from New Haven). 
What we saw were 9 recovered addicts who 
went through with Residential Drug Treat
ment, received their diplomas and in turn 
changed their lifestyle. The Board feels that 
Residential Drug Treatment is the best tran
sition from a negative environment into a 
positive atmosphere. 

Recently, we have hired two consultants 
from Massachusetts to assist us with needs 
assessment, strategy planning, documenta
tion and fundraising. We wrote a proposal to 
CSAP (Center for Substance Abuse Preven
tion) in September of 1993. We received 16 re
sumes from as far as California. We then nar
rowed our selection down to New England 
consultants only, We interviewed 3 consult
ants at the New Haven Police Department 
and hired Dan Jaffe and Hal Phillips. Since 
then we have organized two all day Sunday 
meetings. During these meetings we dis
cussed ways to improve the Board's standing 
with the community, national linkages, 
fundraising, and community and police rela
tions. Our main purpose of working with 
these consultants is to find strategies to 
achieve these goals. 

President Augusto Rodriquez, Secretary 
Maya Castellon, Treasurer Chris Greene and 
I will be available until Wednesday to dis
cuss real youth inclusion and empowerment 
within our system of government. Please feel 
free to come to me or any of the other offi
cers. Once again, I want to thank those who 

worked so hard to put this conference to
gether for this rare opportunity to be lis
tened to intimately from a distance. I hope 
our words turn into action soon. We want to 
help that happen. Thank you. 

MICHELLE EDWARDS, 
Vice President. 

CRIME 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, one of the 

most extravagantly oversold provisions 
in the crime bill is the proposal that 
allegedly would put 100,000 new cops on 
the street. While few dispute the mer
its of adding to the ranks of our State 
and local police forces, it is also impor
tant to level with the American people. 

The Heritage Foundation has con
cluded that the crime bill provides full 
funding for only 20,000 new police offi
cers, not the 100,000 claimed by Presi
dent Clinton. 

This 20,000 figure is consistent with 
the analysis of Princeton University 
Prof. John Diiulio, who recently had 
this to say about the crime bill: 

The bill calls for 100,000 new cops. But 
when you read the relevant titles of the bill, 
what you discover is that that really means 
about 20,000 fully-funded positions * * * and 
if you are stouthearted enough to look at 
this bill in light of the relevant academic lit
erature, you know that it takes 10 police of
ficers to put the equivalent of one police offi
cer on the streets around the clock * * * so 
that 20,000 funded positions becomes 2,000 
around-the-clock cops. And 2,000 around-the
clock cops gets distributed over at least 200 
jurisdictions for an average actual street en
forcement strength increase of about 10 cops 
per city. 

But, Mr. President, let us put Profes
sor Diiulio's comments aside for a mo
ment and assume that 100,000 new cops 
will, in fact, be hired as a result of the 
crime bill. 

The Heritage Foundation estimates 
that creating 100,000 new police posi
tions through the crime bill will saddle 
the States with a $28 billion unfunded 
liability over the next 6 years. Twenty
eight billion dollars is the difference 
between the total cost of hiring 100,000 
cops for 6 years-$37 billion-and the 
amount of funding actually provided in 
the crime bill, nearly $9 billion. 

Heritage estimates that the crime 
bill could result in 875 new cops for my 
own State of Kansas. While the crime 
bill would provide $77 million for this 
purpose, Kansas would still be stuck 
with a $250 million tab. 

So, Mr. President, let us not oversell 
the crime bill. Let us not sell the 
American people a crime bill of goods. 

Again, I support trying to put more 
cops on the street. More police gen
erally means more security. But the 
crime bill will not put 100,000 new po
lice officers on the street, as the Presi
dent claims. It fully funds only a frac
tion of this amount-about one-fifth; 
20,000 new cops. And even if we assume 
that 100,000 police positions will be cre
ated, it is the States and localities who 
will pay the lion's share of the cost. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the Heritage Foundation 
study be reprinted in the RECORD im
mediately after my remarks. 

There being no objection, the study 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE CRIME BILL'S FAULTY MATH MEANS A $28 
BILLION UNFUNDED LIABILITY TO THE STATES 

(By Scott A. Hodge) 
President Clinton is making a last-ditch 

effort to revive the $33 billion crime bill that 
Congress rejected last week on a procedural 
vote. Among the arguments Clinton is using 
to sway lawmakers ls the claim that 1f Con
gress passes this measure, the bills' $8.8 bil
lion Community Policing grant program will 
add 100,000 new cops to local police forces 
over the next six years. 

Clinton ls wrong. The numbers just don 't 
add up. The crime blll provides full funding 
for only 20,000 permanent new cops. Mean
while, it saddles state governments with a 
$28 billion unfunded liablllty over the next 
six years if the bill ls to result in 100,000 new 
officers. States such as California and New 
York wlll have to raise some $3 blllion each 
to meet the Administration's promise. 

The reason this happens is that the Com
munity Policing grant program is intended 
only to provide "seed" money to local gov
ernments to hire new police officers, not to 
fully fund these positions. S~ the bill as
sumes that once these new officers have been 

· hired with Washington's help, state and local 
governments will find the billions of new 
dollars needed to keep them on permanently. 
The blll provides just one-fifth of the funds 
needed over six years to hire and keep 100,000 
new cops on the street in high-crime areas. 1 

Thus, 1f cities do not cut back on the other 

services or raise taxes, the funds provided in 
the bill can keep at most just 20,000 perma
nent cops on the street over the six-year life 
of tl'l.e bill. Even more problematic for state 
and local officials, 1f they use federal funding 
to hire the new police officers and then can
not raise the funding needed to keep them, 
officials will have to start laying off cops 
after the first year of the bill. 

Another way to look at this financial 
sleight-of-hand ls to calculate how much 
funding the blll provides per police officer 
per year. On average, the bill authorizes 
$1.475 billion per year for 100,000 new officers. 
This amounts to just $14,750 per cop per 
year-roughly the poverty level for a family 
of four. Police officers cannot, of course, be 
hired for minimum wage salaries, and so 
state and local governments would have to 
absorb the remaining cost of hiring and 
keeping each of these new cops. 

To give taxpayers a better understanding 
of the total cost of the crime bill, Heritage 
Foundation analysts have calculated the 
amount of new resources states will have to 
raise over six years if they choose to apply 
for the federal Community Policing grants. 
As ls seen in the following table, these cal
culations show that state governments will 
have to raise a total of over $28 billion of 
their own funds to meet Clinton's promise. 

Eight states (California, New York, Texas, 
Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
and Ohio) wlll have to absorb more than $1 
billion each in new costs over the next six 
years to fully fund their share of the 100,000 
new cops. At the bottom end of the scale, the 
fourteen states likely to receive the mini
mum amount of federal aid for new police of
ficers-and, of course, the fewest number of 
new cops at 500 per state-wlll stlll find 
themselves liable for over $143 mlllion each 
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State 

in added expenditures to meet the bill ' s lofty 
goal. 

Large states, such as California and New 
York, will be particularly hard hit. Although 
California is estimated to receive 10,827 new 
cops, it will have to absorb some $3.l billion 
in new costs to keep them on the street. 
Similarly, New York is estimated to receive 
10,407 new cops but wlll be burdened by some 
$3 billion in new costs. Neither of these 
states is in the fiscal condition to bear this 
expense. Texas could hire nearly 6,400 new of
ficers but would face an unfunded liab111ty of 
over $1.8 billion by doing so. 

In reality, the unfunded liab111ty for some 
large states wlll be even higher than these 
estimates suggest. This analysis assumes 
that the Community Policing grants will be 
distributed proportionately according to a 
state's share of the national police force (see 
technical notes in the appendix). But the 
crime blll allows 75 percent of the Commu
nity Policing funds to be distributed at the 
discretion of the Attorney General. This 
means that the Administration may play 
politics with these funds and reward loyal 
mayors and local politicians in politically 
important states-or House members the 
White House needs to win passage of the 
bill.2 But, ironically, this wlll raise the tax
payer liability in these states even higher. 

The dirty little secret of the crime bill is 
that it will not put 100,000 new police officers 
on America's streets unless the states raise 
taxes or cut other spending to finance a mas
sive $28 blllion unfunded liab111ty. Once most 
states realize the magnitude of these new 
costs it is likely that far fewer permanent 
cops will actually be hired. However the 
computation is made, the result is the same: 
Blll Clinton's crime bill actually funds only 
a fraction of the promised 100,000 new cops. 

Estimated new Crime bill's con- Liability to State 
cops added per tribution for new taxpayers for new 

state by crime bill cops over 6 years cops over 6 years 

California ... ...... .. ...... .. ... ... ........ ............... .... ......... .......... ......... ... ........ ..... .......... .. ................ . ........................................ ........... ...... . 10.B27 $95B,224,360 $3,102,04B,353 
New York ..... ................................ .... ......... .. ..................... ...... ..... ......... .................. .. ........................... .. .. .. .. .. ............. .. .. . .................................. .. ........ ......... ...... . 10,407 920,993,894 2,981 ,522,60B 
Texas .................... ....................... ............................ ..................... ....... ........... ..... ... .... .................. .. ...... .. .. .. ....... ·· ············ ·· ······ ·· ······· ······ ······· · ········ ········· ··· ··· ····· ·· 6,386 565,124,889 1,829,472,098 
Florida ....... ...... ..................... .... .. . .... ..................................................................................................................... .......... .......... ......... ... . 5,630 498,252,127 1,612,985,699 
Illinois ........................................... . ..... ....... ... ....... ... .... ... .. ...... ... .. ............... ........... ............ ........... ........ .......... ..... .......... .......... ..... ................. ·········· ··········· ··········· 5,48B 485,723,575 1,572,427' 165 
New Jersey ............................... : ....... ..... ....... ...... .. ....... .. ..... .. .. ..... .... ... .. .. ........ ... ..... ... ....... ............ ... ............. ...................... .. ....... .... ...... ..... .................. . 4,327 382 ,895,805 1,239,544,04 7 
Pennsylvania .............................. . .......................................................... ...... ................. .. ......................... ................. .. .... .. ....... ...... .... ... .. ......... .... ... ...... ... ...... ........ .. ..... . 4,129 365,378,435 1,182,835,273 
Ohio ..... ..... ....................................... ........ ........ ............................................................. ..... .................. .......... .... .......... ......... ................................... . ..... .. ...................... . 3,683 325,952,244 1,055,201 ,331 
Michigan ... ....... ...................... .. .... ....... ... ....................... .................. .. .... ............................ .............. .... ........................... . .. .......... ...................................................... . 3,106 274,917 ,767 889,988,026 
Massachusetts ........ . ... ............... ......... ..... .................... .. .. .. ... .... ... .... ... .......... ...... ....... ..................... ........... ... .... ........ .... .... ............. .... ..... .......... ............ ......... . 2,707 239,592,416 775,629,687 
Georgia ...... ............. ......................... ............................... ................ .... ... .................................. . ............ ........ .. ................ .......... .......... .. .... .............. ......... .. .. . 2,605 230,502,758 746,203,844 
North Carolina ................ . .......... ..... .. .. ............ ......... .... ............... ....... .... ............. ...... ......... ........ .......... ...... ... .... ..... ... ......... ......... .. ..... ....... ... ... .. . 2,484 219,847,031 711 ,708,184 
Maryland .... .............. ... ......................................... ........................... ............. ........... ................ . ............. ............... . 2,190 193,805,079 627 ,402,882 

~i:~~~~ ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::· ····· ···· ····· ·······:::::::::::::::::::: :: :::: ::· .:: :::::: :: :::::::::::::::.. . ..... ::::::: :: ::::::::::::::::: .::::::::::::::························ .......................... .. .. . 2,148 190,075,574 615,329,401 
1,885 166,859,004 540,170,675 

Wisconsin ................. .................... ............................ ......... ..... ... .......................... . ........... ....... ....... .. ........ .. ..... .......................................... .. .. ........ . 1,808 159,981,217 517,905,294 
Indiana .. ............... .... ........ ............ . ........ ..... ........ .. ...... .... .................................... ... . ..... ....................... ............. ...................... ........ .. . ............................. . 1,743 154,217,437 499,246,278 

l;~rs~~~~e .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: :::::::: :::::: ::::: :: ::::: :: ::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. ::·· ···· ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::........... . ..................... :::::··:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,732 153,281,024 496,214,842 
1,651 146,128,771 473,060,936 

Alabama ........ ..... ...... .... ............... .. ....... .. ...... ..... ... ........ ............. ................... ...... ............. ............................................ . .......................... .. . 1,443 127,674,988 413,320,725 
Washington ...... .............. .. .. ......... ..... ... .......... ... . ................................ ... ................. ......... ... ... ..... .. .... ...................... . .... .. .................................. ............... . 1,399 123,767,888 400,672,317 
Arizona ..... .............................. ..... .. .............. .............. .................... ........................... ............................. ... .. .............................. ....... . . ........................................ ...... ............... . 1,380 122,137,239 395,393,435 
Connecticut ....... ............................................. . ............................ ... ..................................... ...... .......... . ................ ..... ...... .. ........ ....... ... ..... ..... ..... .... .... ... ...... .. ..... ............... ~ 1,324 117,132,276 379,190,929 
South Carolina ................................ . .... ....................................... ............................... ......... .......... ..................................... ... ............ ...... .... ..... .. . 1,273 112,660,100 364,713,205 
Minnesota .................................. . ..... ....... ............. ..... ..... ....... ...... ..... ..... ............... ... .. ... .. ........................................... ..... ... ..................... ....... . 
Colorado ............... .... .......... .... .................... . .......... ...... .. .. ... ........ .. ..... .... ......... ... .......... . . .. .......... ..... .................................................... . 
Oklahoma ........... .......................... ............ ... . .................. .... .... ...... ..... .. ..... ........ ................. .......................... ........... ... ............................................................................ . 

1,266 112,062,733 362,779,357 
1,225 108,446,244 351 ,071,739 
1,157 102,391 ,853 331,471,932 

Kentucky ..... ............ ...... ..... ....... .. ... ............. .... . . .... ............. .. ........................................................................................................................... .... .. .. .......... .......... ................... .. .. . 1,046 92,543,378 299,589,580 
Oregon .. ....... ......... .... ............. ... .. ......... ........... ... .... .. .................................................................................................................. ..... .......... ......... ..... .... ... .... ................. ........ .. ..... .. . 89B 79,49B,IB5 257,35B,530 
Kansas ................. ........ ........................................... .. .. .. ....................... ........ ........... ........ .. ..... ..... ............ ...... ........ ... ... ................. .............. ....... ................ ... .... ..... ....... . B75 77,415,474 250,616,196 
District of Columbia ............... .................................................................. .................... .. ..... .. .......... .... ... .......... .. ............ ...... ... ... ........ ................ ........................ .......... ....... .. .............. . B30 73,459,939 237,BI0,9B9 
Iowa ... ................................ ........ ................ . ........................ .......... ....... .......................... ............ ... .... ... .... ...... ... ....... ................................................................ .......... ....... .. .............. . BIB 72,394,366 234,361,423 
Mississippi ............................. .. .. .. .. ... ...... .... ... ......... .... ... .... ..... .. ........... ............ .. ..... ....... .. ... .............. ..... ............. .......................... .. ........................................ ....................................... . 762 67,453,9B4 21B,367,981 
Arkansas .............................. ... .. ................ ... ............................ ........ ............... ............................ ... .. ........................................................................................................................... . 696 61,561,043 199,290,835 
New Mexico .......................... .................................... ....................................... ................................................................................................ ............... ....... ....................................... . 595 52,648,9BO 170,439,920 
Nevada ..................................... .......................................................................................................................... .. ........................... ... .......................................................... ... .. .. ........ . . 565 50,001,194 161,B6B,271 
Nebraska ............ ........................ ................................ .... .......... ............... ... .. .. .. ...... ................ .. .......................... ..... .......... ...... .. ........ ............... ..... ....... ..... .... ...... ... .... ... ...... .. .. ... ... ..... . . 514 45,496,727 147,286,015 

~~~ai;·· :::::::: :: :::::: :: ::::::::::::::: : :::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::·· .. ···········::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::··:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ····::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
500 44,250,000 143,250,000 

Rhode Island ......................................................... ............ ...... ..... ...... .. .. ..... ....... .............. .. .. .... . .... ...................................... ........................ ...................... . 500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
West Virginia ..... .................. .. .... ................... ................... ...... .... .. ...... ..... .. ......... ........... ....... ... . . ..... ........ .............................................................................................. . 
New Hampshire .............. ................. .............. .. ... ...... ...... ...... ..... ... ... ....... ...... ........... . .... .. ........... ..................................................................... .. ................. .. .... . 
Maine ................. .................................... ........... ..................... ...... ...... ... .. ... ....... ...... ............. .. . . .............. .............................. ................................................ .............. . 

500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
500 44,250,000 143,250,000 

Idaho ......................................................................................... ... ..................... ... ..... ............. ... . . ......... ................................................................ ....... ..... . . 
Montana .... ..... ..... .......................... .................... .. ........ ............ ... .................. ...... .............. .... .. ... . ........................................ .. ............................................... . 

500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
500 44,250,000 143,250,000 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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Estimated new Crime bill's con- Liability to State 
State cops added per tribution for new taxpayers for new 

state by crime bill cops over 6 years cops over 6 years 

Delaware .................... ... ........ ............. ....... ..... ..... ..... ..... ....... .. ... .. ................................. .. ...................................................................................................... ................ ... ..... . 500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
Alaska ......................... ... .. ..... ............................................... ........... ............. ........ .. ......... ................. .. ......... ... .............................................. ............................................................. ... . 500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
South Dakota ..... ...... ........... ............. ..... ................................. ................................................ .. ... ......... .... ... ..... ... .. ........... .. ......... ........... ................... ............................... .. 500 44,250,000 143,250,000 

500 44,250,000 143,250,000 
500 44,250,000 143,250,000 

Wyoming ............................................................................................................. .. .............. .. ............................. ...... ....... .............. ..... ........................ .......................................... .. 
North Dakota ...... ....... .... ............. ............................................................ ........................................ ......................................................................................... ................................... . 
Vermont .. ...................... .. .. ............. .. ................. ............... ....................................................................................................... ........ .. ..... ................ .................................................. .. .. ... . 500 44,250,000 143.250,000 

Total ..................................................... ......................................................................... ........... ....... .. ................ ........... ............... .. .......... .. ....................................... .............. . 100,000 8,850,000,000 28,650,000,000 

TECHNICAL NOTES 

These calculations have been made using a 
conservative estimate of the average cost of 
hiring and keeping a police officer on the 
beat in small and large cities. In small 
cities, such as Elkhart, Indiana, the total 
cost of putting a permanent cop on the beat 
is $50,000 to $55,000 per year. In large cities, 
such as San Francisco, this cost rises to 
$70,000 to $75,000. The average used in this 
analysis is $62,500. This figure includes sal
ary and fringe benefits, training, and some 
administrative costs. It does not include 
equipment costs such as police cars and ra
dios. In most cities, a new police cruiser is 
needed for every three or four officers hired. 

This analysis assumes that the Community 
Policing funds and, thus, the 100,000 new 
cops, will be distributed proportionately 
among the states according to the current 
state-by-state distribution of roughly 534,000 
police officers nationwide. The source for 
these data ls the "Sourcebook of Criminal 
Justice Statistics-1992," published by the 
Justice Department's Bureau of Justice Sta
tistics. 

The crime bill requires that no state re
ceive less than 0.5 percent of the Community 
Policing funds. Thus fourteen small states, 
whose share of the nation's police force is 
less than 0.5 percent, were automatically al
lotted this minimum share of funds for new 
officers. The remaining funds and new cops 
were then distributed proportionately among 
the other states. 

The federal contribution per state for new 
cops is based upon the $14,750 per cop per 
year the bill authorizes. The state llabllity is 
then based upon the residual amount of 
$47' 750 ($62,500--$14, 750). 

i For more information on these calculations. see 
Scott A. Hodge, "The Crime Bill: Few Cops, Many 
Social Workers," Heritage Foundation Issue Bul
letin No. 201, August 2, 1994. 

2 Last year, Congress passed an emergency supple
mental bill which included $150 million in aid to hire 
2,000 new police officers. Nearly 45 percent of these 
funds went to four key states: California, Florida, Il
linois, and Texas. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
being no further morning business, 
morning business is closed. 

HEALTH SECURITY ACT 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senate will resume consideration of 
the bill, S. 2351, which the clerk will re
port. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2351), to achieve universal health 

insurance. 
The Senate resumed consideration of 

the bill. 
Pending: 

Mitchell Amendment No. 2560, in the na
ture of a substitute. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yes

terday we enacted a guarantee that 
every insured child in America would 
receive comprehensive preventive bene
fits as a matter of right. Today we will 
be considering whether every child in 
America and every adult also should 
have at least the same reliable com
prehensive benefits that every Member 
of Congress receives. The Mitchell bill 
is a triple guarantee. 

First of all, in the Mitchell bill, you 
will not be cheated out of what you 
have toqay by insurance company fine 
print or loopholes in your policy that 
do not protect you when serious illness 
strikes. The examples of how that fine 
print has excluded the insurance com
panies from covering, whether it has 
been infants in their first days of life, 
or whether it is other individual fami
lies members that are in great need, 
has been illustrated time in and time 
out during the course of this debate. 
And the Mitchell bill addresses that 
particular feature of existing abuse 
that is taking place in too many insur
ance policy issues today. 

Second, as long as you buy a stand
ard insurance policy, you will never 
have less than the comprehensive bene
fits provided to every Member of Con
gress, and the President, too. 

That has been the stated policy of 
the Mitchell proposal. There is a very 
similar concept in terms of even the 
Dole benefit package to make it actu
arially similar to what we have in Fed
eral employees health insurance. That 
is I think a standard which the Amer
ican people would certainly be willing 
to accept. For 10 million Federal em
ployees, including obviously the Mem
bers of the Senate and the House, it is 
a good program. I with a family pay 
$101 a month. It is an excellent pro
gram to provide for my family with 
two children. I daresay that most 
Americans having heard that would 
pretty much sign on for that program 
even today. It is certainly the objective 
of those of us who support health insur
ance reform to make that kind of a 
possibility for other Americans. 

Third, the Government wotild never 
require you to buy less comprehensive 
coverage than you have today. You can 
always buy greater coverage if you 
want it. The basic concept is that a 

standard, not a Cadillac standard, or 
even a Gramm standard, but a mini
mum standard. In this case it is about 
the bottom quarter of the Fortune 500 
in terms of the benefit package which 
would be the kind of minimal standard 
which can be added to, which can also 
be enhanced by individuals if they so 
desire because of certain kinds of 
needs; but a standard that would be 
available to Americans without the 
fine print of insurance policies that 
exist today. 

I would like to review for the Mem
bers what the Mitchell bill does, and to 
contrast it to the alternatives. First of 
all, it establishes the comprehensive 
lists of benefits that must be covered. 
That is done on pages 95 to 104. In 
measures that were reported out of our 
human resource committee, we identi
fied very, very precisely the benefits. 
The Federal employees programs are 
more general in terms of the types of 
benefits that ought to be provided. The 
leader reached I think a worthwhile ad
justment in terms of those two ways of 
approaching this. It is illustrated on 
pages 95 to 104. 

Second, it requires that these must 
be equal in total value to the Blue · 
Cross-Blue Shield policy that covers 
most Members of Congress today. That 
is written into law at page 93. 

It allows the vast majority of Ameri
cans to buy their coverage from the 
Federal Employees Health Benefits 
Program, the same program that pro
vides coverage to every Member of 
Congress. That is at page 158. We will 
in terms of the two various pools be 
blending those, phased in over a lim
ited period of time. But effectively 
that benefit package of benefit pro
grams will be available to Americans 
and be consolidated in the next several 
years. 

It also allows you to buy additional 
. coverage if the standard benefits alone 
do not meet your needs. That is on 
page 88. It provides coverage for cost
eff ecti ve preventive services without 
copays and deductibles. That is on page 
123. We reviewed those in some detail 
over the period of the past days when 
we were considering the Dodd amend
ment. 

I see the Senator from Delaware who 
supported that amendment on the floor 
at the present time. Basically, we were 
trying to ensure the kinds of preven
tive health care benefits which result 
in an enhanced health condition for in
dividuals-particularly in the instance 
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of the Dodd amendment for children
which would enhance health conditions 
for all Americans. And the results have 
been illustrated several times by the 
excellent presentations that have been 
made by the two Senators from Hawaii, 
where they have very extensive preven
tive heal th care programs. 

It is designed to better meet the spe
cial needs of women, children, and the 
disabled in many current insurance 
programs and insurance policies. This 
is addressed on various pages. The cov
erage as it relates to preexisting condi
tions is illustrated on pages 61 through 
64. The Mitchell bill prohibits such 
abuses as the preexisting condition 
limits, lifetime limits, denial of cov
erage, rate hikes if you get sick, and 
exclusion of essential services. 

The lifetime limits are addressed on 
page 124, and the other part is on pages 
60 and 61 and the pages following. I 
daresay you could ask how many of the 
Members of this body would know what 
the lifetime limits are, or whether 
there are lifetime limits in their own 
Federal employees insurance. We had a 
meeting earlier in the morning talking 
about this with our colleagues here. 
And there are some tragic incidents 
where some of our colleagues talked 
about insurance policies that were 
available to their constituents, and 
then they would find out that they had 
some serious heal th needs and suddenly 
the insurance company would say, 
well, look, you have the lifetime limit 
and you have exceeded it. We found 
that particularly in examples used in
volving children-the kind of hardship 
was placed upon that family. 

It guarantees you the right to choose 
a plan that provides free choice of doc
tor and hospital. This is included in 
both if you go through the coopera
tives, page 151, or through employer 
programs at page 137. This is an essen
tial part of the Mitchell proposal. 
Under the Dole provision, there is no 
reference to the choice of a doctor or a 
hospital. 

So here is the contrast of the Mitch
ell bill to the status quo. 

Today, any insurance company can, 
first of all, deny you coverage. 

Secondly, they can impose a preexist
ing condition exclusion. They can say 
if you have a preexisting condition, we 
can exclude you for that coverage. 

They can limit your lifetime benefits 
so that your protection runs out when 
you need it the most. 

They can cancel your coverage when 
you get sick. We have had several ex
amples in very recent weeks of employ
ees with good companies that had their 
heal th care canceled for all of their 
employees because of the incidence of 
illness among just a few of their em
ployees effectively canceled out within 
a 2- or 3-month period. 

There is also the exclusion of any 
service from coverage, even a service 
that might turn out to be most impor-

tant to you if someone in your family 
becomes seriously ill. 

No American is guaranteed choice. 
I think these following points are 

worthwhile to keep in mind. If your 
employer does not off er a plan you 
like, you can be out of luck. Eighty
four percent of employers offer only 
one plan. Of the employers that make 
available heal th insurance to their em
ployees, they provide one plan, and you 
are effectively out of luck if you want 
an alternative choice. You can take it 
or leave it. 

Second, if your employer does not 
offer a plan that allows you to keep 
your family doctor, you are also out of 
luck. 

You say, look, I want to be able to 
keep my family doctor. The real life, 
real world today says: This is your 
plan. If your family doctor is not cov
ered by that particular kind of plan, 
you are out of luck. 

The Dole plan is better than the sta
tus quo alternative, but I do not be
lieve it is good enough. The insurance 
companies can still impose preexisting 
condition limitations, and they can sell 
you a policy that does not cover the 
service you may need the most, be
cause policies are not required to pro
vide comprehensive coverage. You do 
not have the guarantee of choice. 

We are likely to see an amendment 
offered sometime, perhaps today, or 
sometime in this debate, that will 
claim to protect the benefits the Amer
ican people have today by effectively 
scrapping the requirement that every 
insurance policy must offer basic com
prehensive benefits. 

What it will do is effectively gut the 
protections that the Mitchell bill pro
vides. It will allow every insurance 
company the abuse that exists today to 
continue with the preexisting condi
tion limitations or the right of the 
company to terminate or not renew the 
policy. 

There may very well be lifetime lim
its, inadequate protection for children 
and the disabled. One of the favorite 
provisions for many insurance compa
nies, particularly those covering young 
families, is the exclusion of a child's 
coverage for the first 10 days of life. 
That is where about 93 percent of all 
medical complications arise. 

I think of the scores of young couples 
that looked over the insurance policy 
and saw they got prenatal care, and 
then had these difficulties in the first 
few days of life, found out there was no 
coverage. That has been one of the con
tinuing tragedies in too many in
stances. 

Mr. President, any kind of an amend
ment that effectively would undermine 
the guarantee of at least a minimum 
package of benefits would undermine 
the amendment that we passed yester
day to protect children, because the 
guarantee of preventive services will 
turn out to be no guarantee at all. 

The widely respected Actuarial Re
search Corp. estimated that because of 
adverse selection, if these benefits are 
available but not standard, it could 
cost a family an extra $450 a year. If 
they are included in what everybody 
buys, they would cost only $2 per 
month per child. 

The supporters of this amendment 
will say that they are trying to pre
serve choice. But that is the same old 
argument that has been used to protect 
the profiteers of the status quo since 
the beginning of time. The opponents 
of change have always hid behind 
choice. Child labor laws deny children 
the choice to work 12 hours a day in 
mines and factoieies. 

We will hear: Why should we have 
this standard benefit package avail
able? Why do we know better than the 
people back home in local commu
nities? Well, that debate was there at 
the time of the child labor laws. 

In my own State of Massachusetts, in 
Lawrence and Lowell, you could go 
into the various plants and factories
and they still have museums up there 
containing little poems of children 10, 
11, 12 years old, who used to work 10 or 
12 hours a day, 6 days a week, and they 
would describe looking out the window 
at the parks, and so forth. Their life 
experiences had passed them by. They 
would generally last 8 to 10 years in 
those plants and no longer, for a vari
ety of different kinds of tragic reasons. 
So when we hear, "We want to preserve 
choice," we can say that issue was ad
dressed years ago. We had the child 
labor laws. They said, "Why should you 
in Congress pass child labor laws?" 

Why do not we permit those who are 
in charge of the children have the 
choice of working more extensive 
time? Why deny us that kind of choice? 

We have the same argument with the 
Fair Labor Standards Act which denies 
men and women the choice to work at 
less than the minimum wage. Why do 
not we permit men and women the 
choice of working less than the mini
mum wage? 

There is basically a social compact 
which has been accepted by Repub
licans and Democrats alike that men 
and women who want to work 40 hours 
a week, 52 weeks a year ought to not be 
put in a position of poverty in this so
ciety. They ought to be able to have 
sufficient income to provide for their 
families, put a roof over their head, 
food on the table, afford a mortgage for 
their home, and live in some peace and 
in dignity. That was the concept. 

We could say, well, let us eliminate 
any minimum wage laws. Let us just 
let the market go. Why do we know 
more than what is happening out in 
these local towns? We can find people 
who will work for less than the mini
mum wage. 

We say, well, on the issues we have a 
sense of a common good about what 
our society is about. We care about 
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men and women who want to work, 
will work and will work for low wages, 
but they ought to be part of the Amer
ican experience that they are going to 
live in some kind of peace and dignity. 

We address the issues of choice on 
the Social Security Act, which denied 
people the choice to forgo pensions. 
Why not say, well, we had that debate. 
We are going to say under Social Secu
rity we are going to make that an op
tion for people. We will give them the 
choice of having no Social Security, no 
pensions when they retire. Why not 
give them the choice of that so that 
they do not have to conform? 

We have accepted the concept that 
we have a respect for those who have 
really been the architects of this great 
wonderful blessed land who really 
toiled in the fields and worked in the 
factories, fought the wars, built the 
country. They are part of our society. 
They are our parents. We are their 
children. And as a society, the only 
way that we could get it was the devel
opment of a Social Security system 
that was part of the social compact. 

We have accepted in recent years 
what we call the lemon laws and deny 
the people the choice to buy cars that 
broke down all the time. Why not let 
anyone go out and buy whatever car 
they want, let it break down, touch the 
fender and it collapses, drive out of the 
parking lot and the engine is no good? 
Why not permit everybody the free 
choice to be able to do that? Why ex
pect that there ought to be at least 
some requirement that would represent 
what the seller and the purchaser un
derstand to be the value of it? We could 
say why have that kind of law, why 
have that kind of legislation, why have 
that kind of requirement? Let us just 
let the buyer beware when they go 
back out to those parking lots. 

We had it for a period of time in the 
medical device legislation. We just said 
let women beware. Let women beware. 
We had 2,700 women who died from a 
perforated uterus. Let women beware, 
until we finally had some at least pro
tection in terms of medical devices 
that were going to be implanted to 
show they were going to be safer and 
efficacious. We said there is at least 
some requirement and some respon
sibility. 

So now the opponents of change want 
to give the American people the choice 
of substandard insurance coverage. 
They want to give the families the 
choice of denying their children pre
ventive health care. They want to give 
mothers the choice of going without 
preventive prenatal care. They want to 
give people the choice to buy policies 
that will turn out not to cover the very 
people that it will need the most if 
they become sick. This kind of choice 
is really no choice at all. It is effec
tively an excuse to defraud the Amer
ican people of the health security they 
deserve, and I believe it will be re
jected. 

Several days ago, one of the oppo
nents of the Mitchell bill called it a 
health scare bill, and that is exactly 
what the proponents of this amend
ment are trying to do. They are trying 
to scare the American people into re
jecting change. It did not work with 
Medicare a generation ago, and it will 
not work with the Mitchell bill now. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH]. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, for the 

first time in its history, the U.S. Sen
ate has before it legislation to reform 
the Nation's entire health care system. 
Without a doubt, this is a historical de
bate. We must not lose sight that what 
we are debating will have tremendous 
repercussions on health care as we 
know it today. 

The bill before us is immensely com
plex, in part, because it deals with an 
immensely complex issue. Even at this 
stage of the legislative process, it is 
not clear what direction the debate 
will take, and the final implications of 
whatever shape the legislation takes 
on are, therefore, unpredictable. In any 
event, let me make very clear that I 
strongly oppose the Clinton/Mitchell 
bill in its present form. Even the way 
this legislation was put together con
cerns me. And I am not alone. 

In a recent column, Robert J. Sam
uelson quoted CBO chief Robert 
Reischauer, who warned that trying to 
find a compromise heal th care bill by 
combining provisions from different 
bills might make the health system 
worse. "You can't say I want a piston 
from Ford, a fuel pump from Toyota, 
and expect the engine to run." That is 
precisely what has happened with this 
bill. 

There is a great deal that concerns 
me in this proposal. And I intend to 
look for answers, because what is con
tained in this legislation will not only 
dramatically affect the American peo
ple, but almost Sl trillion in medical 
services and about 15 percent of our 
economy. 

At the top of my list of concerns is 
how this bill will affect the people of 
Delaware. In our State we have a popu
lation of about 660,000 people living in 
3 counties. Right now, we have impor
tant and good health care services, de
livered through partnerships and com
munity involvement. Certainly, there 
are steps that we can take to improve 
access and affordability to these serv
ices, but they are delivering quality 
care-state-of-the-art care-to men, 
women, and children who depend on 
them. 

Frankly, I am concerned with the ef
fect this legislation will have on the 
balance of care now being provided
and, I am concerned with the effect the 
tax increases contained in the proposal 
will have on the economy and jobs in 
Delaware. This bill-one way or an
other-will have a dramatic impact on 

the system that currently exists. It 
will have a dramatic impact on em
ployees, employers, as well as family 
security. 

For example, in Delaware, the New 
Castle Chamber of Commerce, in co
operation with the University of Dela
ware's Bureau of Economic Research, 
conducted a study that shows: 

Mandated health care could lead to the 
loss of 27,800 jobs in New Castle County, due 
to layoffs and workers displaced by employ
ers going out of business. 

A second study, recently issued by 
the Family Research Council, states 
that families with children in Delaware 
bear the brunt of job losses due to em
ployer mandated health care proposals. · 
I would like to read from that study: 

Employer-mandated health care refers to 
the Federal government's requirement on 
employers to purchase 80 percent of their 
employees health insurance. * * * The im
pact of job losses in famil!es is particularly 
acute when children are involved. The maxi
mum number of impacted children would be 
in excess of the number of jobless parents 
with dependent children * * * Under the 
Clinton plan, 1,500 of the estimated 2,600 jobs 
lost in Delaware would be shouldered by fam
ilies with dependent children * * *. Under 
the Senate Labor Committee plan, * * *, 
3,200 of the estimated 5,600 jobs lost-would 
be shouldered by families with dependent 
children. 

A third study, conducted by two Ohio 
University economists for the Amer
ican Legislative Exchange Council 
[ALEC] projects that "Delaware would 
lose 3,200 jobs under the Clinton health 
care plan." 

And a fourth study, conducted by 
CONSAD Research Corp., a firm that 
performs economic studies, estimates 
that "2,593 Delaware workers would 
lose their jobs, and another 72,977 
would face reduced wages, hours or 
benefits" under the Clinton mandate. 

These are real Delawareans with fam
ilies that depend not only on a strong 
economy, but on competent health care 
providers. And as we consider legisla
tion that will literally rearrange their 
environment we must see them in the 
most personal way and honestly deter
mine how these 1,400-plus pages will 
alter how they live and do business. We 
must understand how this legislation 
will impact their heal th care providers. 
It is interesting to note that" Delaware 
serves as a microcosm of America. In 
our State we have about every kind of 
health care practitioner, about every 
kind of hospital with their own unique 
services, characteristics, and needs. 
Rural hospitals, urban hospitals, reli
gious, philanthropic, research hos
pitals, educational hospitals, veterans 
and childrens hospitals-we have them 
all. And it is revealing to assess this 
Mitchell-Clinton plan according to how 
it will affect these providers. 

Let me give a few specific examples: 
In our State, we have the Medical 

Center of Delaware, our largest facility 
which has a special relationship with 
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Jefferson Medical School in Philadel
phia. I want to know how the medical 
education requirements of this pro
posal that will limit the total number 
of physicians in the United States will 
effect our medical center's ability to 
attract and retain new physicians-in
training. 

We have Riverside Hospital, an osteo
pathic hospital serving northern Dela
wareans. I want to know the effect the 
bill has on osteopathic facilities. 

We have St. Francis Hospital, which 
has a strong bond with the Catholic 
Church. The facility has a religious 
mission not to perform abortions. 
Again, this matter has not been clari
fied in the legislation before us. 

We have Kent General Hospital in 
Dover and the military hospital on 
Dover Air Force Base-both of which 
serve Kent County. How will this legis
lation affect access to health care of
fered in both of these facilities for 
military personnel-active and retired? 

We have a children's hospital heavily 
funded by an endowment from the Al
fred I. du Pont Institute. In addition to 
the care it delivers to hundreds of chil
dren in the hospital, it has taken on a 
partnership with the State to expand 
access to care for Delaware's children. 
This is a creative partnership between 
public and private institutions. How 
will incentives for private groups to 
continue to donate and contribute to
ward providing needed heal th care be 
affected by both the tax and health 
policies contained in this legislation? 

We have a veterans' hospital caring 
for thousands of veterans who have val
iantly served our country. How will 
this legislation affect the continuity of 
care provided in that facility? 

We have Beebe Hospital near our 
Delaware beaches which has an emer
gency room which must be able to 
serve both the year-round residents as 
well as the thousands who visit to our 
beautiful coastline each summer. 
Beebe serves a community where there 
has been an immense growth of individ
uals over the age of 65. Medicare reim
bursements to the hospital have been, 
and continue to be, critical. How will 
the Medicare costs reductions included 
in this legislation affect Beebe's need 
to meet the needs of our seniors? 

We have Milford Memorial and Nan
ticoke Hospitals serving rural popu
lations in very innovative ways. It does 
not appear that this legislation will fa
cilitate their abilities to create part
nerships to share medical equipment 
and high-cost technology. Will this leg
islation continue to perpetuate the vir
tual medical arms race that is need
lessly increasing the cost of heal th 
care deli very? 

And, finally, we have the State hos
pital, which serves Delaware's chron
ically ill. What will be the State's fu
ture requirements to meet the needs of 
those now being cared for? Will there 
be an unafforable disruption in serv
ices? 

In addition to these hospitals, we 
have many other organizations and 
people actively involved in the delivery 
of health care-three federally quali
fied community health centers, hun
dreds of physicians, nurses, chiroprac
tors, psychologists, several medical re
search facilities, nursing homes, home 
heal th care agencies, hospice care 
givers, and many, many others. The 
list is very long-only exceeded by the 
numbers of men, women, and children 
who depend on the health care services 
they provide. 

I am pleased to say that I have heard 
from Delawareans from top of the 
State to bottom; I have heard from 
these organizations. I have heard from 
many of our families. And I have bene
fi tted from hearing their concerns. 
Their primary question is quite simple: 
How will all the new changes included 
in the Clinton-Mitchell plan affect me? 
Beyond this, they want to know how 
much will it cost. How many new Gov
ernment employees it will require to 
run it. They want to know if it will 
limit their ability to choose the physi
cians they feel comfortable with. They 
are concerned about the future growth 
of such a program. Will it grow into an 
enormous and possibly unfundable en
titlement with a life of its own? They 
want specifics concerning how Con
gress intends to pay for it with the def
icit already so large. Others have asked 
if it is necessary to change the entire 
U.S. health care system-a system that 
currently covers 85 percent of all 
Americans-to reach the last 15 per
cent. They want to know if those re
maining 15 percent could be covered in 
other ways. 

These are all legitimate questions 
that must be answered as we move for
ward with this critical debate. And it is 
critical. We do need to make some im
portant changes to our health care de
livery system. The costs of providing 
heal th care are high. There are vulner
able Americans who are not receiving 
the coverage and medical care they 
need. Something must be done to con
trol costs, to make health care cov
erage more affordable, to provide need
ed coverage to those now uninsured. I 
agree with this. As I have said many 
times, there are several very important 
steps that we should take to reform 
our Nation's health care system. Spe
cifically, there are five points that we 
need to keep in mind as we move for
ward with health care reform. 

First, that while there are major im
provements that need to be made in 
our health care system, these improve
ments must be made without putting 
at risk the many good features that are 
working in our current system. As all 
doctors know, as we treat those condi
tions ailing the current system, we 
must first do no harm. Our health care 
system may have some shortcomings, 
but it is not broken. Consequently, it 
needs to be fixed or improved, not 
eliminated and substituted. 

Second, acknowledging that improve
ments can, and should be made, we 
must focus on making those improve
ments. The areas that must be im
proved concern insurance coverage, re
moving the barriers that now exist. Re
form should eliminate preexisting con
dition exclusions, and it should guaran
tee portability. Reform should em
power small businesses in the market
place and make coverage more afford
able. These are all important steps, and 
I would like to address them individ
ually: 

Elimination of preexisting condi
tions: if a person has an illness or once 
was sick, they should still be able to 
get heal th care coverage; 

Portability: Americans must not be 
locked into jobs, unable to change em
ployment, because they may not be in
sured elsewhere; 

Small business empowerment: small 
groups have very little leverage in the 
marketplace; any reform must provide 
them easier access; · 

Affordability: through the combined 
effect of cost containment measures-
malpractice reform, cutting fraud and 
abuse, and administrative simplifica
tion-and an appropriately financed 
subsidy, real reform must assist low
wage workers in the purchase of health 
care insurance. 

The third point we must keep in 
mind is that competition and choice 
have been fundamental influences in 
making our health care delivery sys
tem the world's flagship. Reform must 
build on market principles . . Injecting 
more Government, creating more man
dates, and hiring more bureaucrats is 
no way to make the system more effi
cient and effective. 

Does this mean that Government has 
no place in this debate? Absolutely not. 
In fact, I have introduced a proposal 
that would put the strength and size of 
Government to work to benefit the 
small business man and woman. The 
Federal Government has the largest 
pool of privately insured individuals in 
the current system. Nine million Fed
eral employees, retirees, and their de
pendents participate in the Federal 
Employees Health Benefits Program 
[FEHBP]. My proposal would put this 
pool to work by opening it up to oth
ers. 

Small businesses and groups could 
buy into the Federal program, receiv
ing the same rates that Federal em
ployees receive. I understand that Sen
ator MITCHELL'S bill does contain a 
provision to use my idea to open up 
FEHBP, but as written, his utilization 
of my plan raises some concerns that I 
will address a little later. 

Another measure that Government 
can and should make at this time is to 
give Americans the incentive to estab
lish medical savings accounts, or 
MSA's. I have proposed legislation to 
establish medical savings accounts, 
and it has found broad support. Similar 
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legislation was even voted out of the 
House Ways and Means Committee. 

A medical savings account is a sav
ings account that is designed to pay for 
medical expenses. Under my legisla
tion, individuals or families can con
vert the money that they and their em
ployers spend on their health insurance 
policy into a less expensive cata
strophic insurance policy, and put the 
balance into a medical savings ac
count. For example, if a family has an 
average insurance plan costing $4,500 
annually, they could convert those 
funds as follows: Part of the money 
would be used to buy a catastrophic 
policy for $2,000 to cover big expenses 
from, for example, cancer treatment or 
a heart attack. The balance of $2,500 
would be put in a medical savings ac
count. As long as the family spends 
less than $2,500 for routine health costs 
that year, all of their health expenses 
would be paid with pre-tax dollars from 
the MSA. In case of a medical emer
gency, the high deductible health in
surance policy would begin paying the 
health costs once they exceed $3,000. 

After a few years of low health ex
penses, excess MSA funds would be 
available in the account to pay for un
expectedly high health costs, for long
term heal th insurance or ~o make 
COBRA payments to extend ·coverage 
in case of unemployment. In fact, 
workers can use the money to pay for 
braces or eye care for their children, 
which often are not covered in a nor
mal health care policy. 

What makes my amendment work is 
the fact that Americans will know that 
whatever they do not spend on heal th 
care expenses, they can keep for them
selves. Beyond offering patients choice, 
MSA's will help control health care 
costs. 

The reason why is simple: it will en
courage consumers of medical care to 
shop wisely, reject unnecessary treat
ment and conserve scarce medical re
sources because it is the consumer, not 
a third party such as an insurance 
company or the Government, who will 
be paying the bills. 

In testimony before the Finance 
Committee, one company testified that 
in only 8 months after initiating an 
MSA program the average employee 
had savings of $602, and total savings 
for the company was $468,000. They 
stated that employees have been able 
to save because they are shopping 
around for medical care. In fact, one 
employee negotiated close to $4,000 off 
her hospital stay before she entered. 

Already, six States have passed legis
lation enacting tax-favored medical 
savings accounts. They are Arizona, 
Colorado, Idaho, Mississippi, Missouri, 
and Michigan. Jersey City has imple
mented them as an alternative for 
their city employees, and the State of 
Ohio is contemplating a test program 
next year for State employees. Clearly 
medical savings accounts offer Ameri-

cans a choice about their health care 
that should be fundamental in a coun
try built on free market principles. It 
is the Federal Government that must 
now move ahead with this new idea. 

Opening up FEHBP and creating in
centives for Americans to participate 
in medical savings accounts-this is 
what Government can, and should, do. 
This is positive; it is achievable. It 
builds upon the proven strengths of the 
current program without creating 
mandates, without increasing taxes, 
and without creating large, overbear
ing government bureaucracies. 

The fifth and final point we must re
member is that America can ill afford 
new and higher taxes, new mandates, 
and new bureaucracies. The bureau
cratic age is over. Small, lean, and effi
cient organizations-they are the fu
ture. It is no surprise that the engine 
of economic growth in America is 
small business. These businesses and 
the trends they set must be nurtured. 
Creating more Government won't do 
that; opening the benefits of a govern
ment program already in place to in
clude them will. 

Our answers to the the problems that 
do exist in our current health care de
liver system must be innovative. But 
again, they must build on those prin
ciples within the system that are work
ing. We must remember that in an en
tirely voluntary system, Americans 
still have reached a rate of almost 85 
percent insured population. 

Almost 20 million of the reported 38 
million uninsured individuals are 
working, or are in a family where 
someone is working for a business 
which has 1 to 100 employees. What 
Government must do is make health 
care coverage more affordable for these 
small businesses. 

One of the primary contentions of 
those supporting comprehensive na
tional health care reform is that if we 
do nothing, our health care system will 
self-destruct. This is not true; it is a 
scare tactic. The truth is that in the 
past year, growth in health care costs 
have been at a 20-year low. Delivery of 
care is changing and efficiencies are 
emerging indicating that this is not a 
temporary trend. 

The secret to successful heal th care 
reform is to build upon these trends 
and the principles that have made the 
American health care delivery system 
the foremost system in the world. 

Mr. President, I would like to con
clude by reading into the RECORD a let
ter of endorsement I received from the 
National Federation of Independent 
Business that supports my plan to open 
up the Federal Employee Health Bene
fit Plan. It reads: 

On behalf of the over 600,000 members of 
the National Federation of Independent 
Business (NFIB), I am pleased to support 
your efforts to allow small business owners 
to purchase heal th insurance through the 
Federal Employees Health Benefits Program 
(FEHBP). 

Since 1986, the cost of health insurance has 
been the number one concern of small busi
ness. Small firms often pay at least 30 per
cent more than large businesses for health 
insurance for their employees. 

Your proposal to allow small businesses to 
voluntarily buy into an insurance pool with 
approximately 10 million people that offers a 
variety of plans is a terrific opportunity for 
many small businesses. It gives small busi
nesses access to affordable health insurance. 

Small business owners voluntarily buying 
insurance through the large FEHBP would 
have more purchasing power and lower ad
ministrative costs, leading to lower pre
miums. Pre-existing condition exclusions, 
sudden cancellation and rate hikes would no 
longer be problems-the risk would be spread 
over millions of people. In a recent survey of 
NFIB members, 70 percent believe small 
business owners should be permitted to buy 
health insurance through the federal pro
gram. 

NFIB cannot support attempts to mandate 
small business participation in FEHBP. Ad
ditionally, businesses choosing to buy into 
the FEHBP should be able to purchase the 
same benefits at the same cost as federal em
ployees and retirees, there should not be sep
arate, higher rates for small business. 

Thank you for leading the fight to help 
small business owners obtain affordable 
health insurance. We look forward to work
ing with you. Sincerely, John J. Motley III, 
Vice President, Federal Governmental Af
fairs. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is 
recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, for a 
couple weeks now, the newspaper arti
cles reporting on the debate in the Con
gress about health care reform have 
been permeated with the politics of 
Capitol Hill. There is always going to 
be some politics on Capitol Hill on al
most any issue. 

I would imagine that the people out 
there at the grassroots really do not 
care about the politics of this issue. By 
politics, I mean Republican and Demo
cratic sides of the issue. 

I firmly believe that the people do 
not care whether a Democratic bill 
passes or a Republican bill passes or a 
bipartisan bill passes. I think what the 
American people are concerned about 
is that if we are going to pass legisla
tion-and I say if because there seems 
to be a growing tendency on the part of 
people to be a little more skeptical 
about what we do and whether we 
should do anything. But I think the 
American people feel that if we are 
going to pass something, that the 
measure of whether or not it is good is 
not whether it is Republican or Demo
cratic or bipartisan, but whether it is, 
in fact, a good piece of legislation. I 
think that is what they want us to 
struggle to accomplish, passing a good 
piece of legislation. 

On the other hand, I think there is a 
political situation in Washington in 
which the strategy for this bill is that 
the other side of the aisle, the Demo
crats, along with the White House, 
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must pass a bill that the President will 
sign and that we will stay in session 
long enough during this summer break 
to do that, or we will stay here long 
enough until the other side can blame 
the Republicans for not passing such a 
bill. 

That sort of strategy does not 
produce good legislation. It is not 
going to enhance the credibility of our 
institution, and it is not a very good 
position to be in and one that I hope we 
can get out of but probably cannot. So 
this sort of strategy could bring us to 
a position where we pass a more par
tisan bill rather than a good bill. 

I hope that if we pass a bill that is as 
massive as this 1,400-plus page bill, 
that everybody in the country who 
thinks about their health care and 
their health insurance, on that day 
that it is passed, would write down in 
their diary-and tell the truth in your 
diary-of how you yourself view the 
health care system in the United 
States in 1994. Write it down. Write it 
down for yourself, write it down for 
your children and grandchildren. De
scribe your view of the American 
health care system and everything that 
is associated with it, including insur
ance, your doctor, y.our hospital, be
cause you may look back in your diary 
and compare what you wrote in 1994 to 
what you have in 2000 or 2010 and find 
that in the future, you do not have 
anything of the quality or the quantity 
and the satisfaction that you had in 
1994. 

I think we owe it to ourselves to 
write that down because when you talk 
about passing a piece of legislation this 
size, do not forget it deals, to some ex
tent, with veterans care paid for by the 
Government, Medicare, and Medicaid. 
All of these costs of Government, plus 
the cost of the private sector, add up to 
$900 billion plus in costs. One dollar out 
of every $7 of our gross national prod
uct is spent on health care in America, 
and a bill this size-and a lot of other 
bills that have been introduced, as 
well, some of them even Republican-is 
going to redirect every one of those 
dollars, to some extent. 

That is Congress passing one piece of 
legislation, attempting to do it for a 
segment of the American economy that 
equals the entire economy of the coun
try of Italy. Think of the U.S. Senate 
since March or April 1789 being in ses
sion 205 years. I do not think the Con
gress of the United States has ever be
fore in the history of our country 
passed one piece of legislation having 
such sweeping impact upon the econ
omy, both the private sector and the 
public sector. 

We have tried in health care areas to 
do a lot less, and we have come up 
short of accomplishing what we wanted 
to accomplish. Remember in 1988, we 
passed catastrophic health care reform, 
just a small segment of some of the 
things that we are trying to .accom-

plish in this legislation. I voted for it. 
It passed, I think, 87 to 11. I voted for 
it feeling I was doing not only what 
was right, but I voted for it doing what 
I felt my constituents wanted me to do. 

It was not long when we went home 
and all of us ran into a buzz saw of dis
content about that legislation, and we 
were back here within 1 year repealing 
that by almost the overwhelming mar
gins by which we passed it in the first 
place. 

So in another area of health care re
form legislation, we passed a lot less in 
the 205-year history of our country and 
were not successful at it. I think the 
public is skeptical of Congress' ability 
to pass such a massive piece of legisla
tion and do good in the process and do 
good for everybody. I think that skep
ticism has permeated the thought that 
has been filtering up to us from the 
grassroots from our townhall meetings, 
from our telephone conversations and, 
most particularly, from our mail. 

Whether . or not Congress can pass 
such a sweeping piece of legislation, 
guaranteed for everybody, and move 
forward, redirecting $1 out of every $7 
spent in America and they have ques
tions about it, I believe those questions 
lead to skepticism, and that skep
ticism at the grassroots has been af
fecting the debate on Capitol Hill over 
the last several months. 

That is why I feel that if we do pass 
a piece of sweeping legislation like 
this, that perhaps you ought to write 
in your diary your thoughts about 
heal th care today. 

It is my view that you will look back 
and say you wish you had those days 
with you again, that sort of environ
ment for the quality and quantity of 
health care in America, albeit not per
fect, not equitable, not entirely fair, as 
some people might view· it. 

Massive pieces of legislation like 
this, 1,400-plus pages are being pro
moted by people who have great faith 
that Government always does good. 
People who have opposition to this 
sweeping enactment, plus, I think, a 
majority of the people at the grass
roots, are skeptical, question that faith 
in Government and probably have a 
greater faith in the marketplace. And I 
will just use one example that has been 
thrown out here of one approach in this 
bill of an employer mandate or a trig
ger that could bring an employer man
date that is working so well. 

It is thrown out to us that Hawaii for 
20 years has had an employer mandate, 
and that sets a good example for us as 
a nation as a whole to have one. My 
State of Iowa does not have an em
ployer mandate, and by the Current 
Population Survey of 1993, Hawaii has 
80.1 percent of its population with pri
vate health insurance. Iowa, without 
an employer mandate, has 80.3 percent; 
80.1 for Hawaii, 80.3 for the State of 
Iowa. So you can get high participation 
in health insurance without an em-

ployer mandate, because we do not 
have one in my State. I think that is 
probably why the Iowa poll, which is a 
Des Moines register poll, shows high 
opposition to an employer mandate. I 
believe that is why our Governor 
Branstad of my State and his health 
task force have come out against an 
employer mandate. But an employer 
mandate is an example of having great 
faith in Government as opposed to hav
ing great faith in the marketplace. 

Well, as has been said so many times, 
Mr. President, this big bill that I have 
held up, 1,400-page bill, is the third 
1,400-page bill, or I should say the third 
draft of a bill that has appeared since 
its original introduction 2 weeks ago, I 
believe. It is difficult for staff and 
members to keep up with these 
changes. Senators are often heard to 
say that complicated legislation should 
not be done on the Senate floor, that 
that is the job of committees. 

Now, of course, we have a completely 
now wrinkle in the process here. Legis
lation is being made in some never
never land between the committees and 
the Senate floor, and I suppose it is 
proper; the majority leader wants to 
develop majority support for his bill 
both inside the Senate and outside, and 
I suppose that is why it is necessary for 
some of these changes to be made. 

But there is a question that is very 
pertinent to the debate, whether it is 
on the first draft, the second draft, or 
third draft. Why is it, when we are 
about to act on reform of our health 
care system, which has so much poten
tial for good, that so many Americans 
are fearful of what we might do? And 
they are uncertain and they are fear
ful, Mr. President. Recent polls show 
it. 

The Wall Street Journal/NBC poll re
leased August 2 found that 52 percent 
of the respondents disapprove of health 
care reform, only 40 percent approve. 
To the question of whether or not Con
gress should pass a bill this year or de
bate now but act next year, 61 percent 
in that poll said we should act next 
year. And a more recent Newsweek poll 
found fully 65 percent want us to come 
back to this matter next year. 

On last Wednesday afternoon, CNN 
reported that 54 percent of their re
spondents had said they thought they 
would be worse off if Congress passed a 
bill, and 32 percent-only 32 percent
said that they would be better off. 
Other Senators have cited other polls 
with similar results on this floor. 

It is not only the polls that are show
ing this uncertainty. I have heard it 
loud and clear in over 25 listening 
posts, or town meetings as some of my 
colleagues call them, that I have had in 
towns, large and small, all over my 
State. In many of the meetings I have 
had, not devoted just to health care re
form but to any issue that might come 
up, this issue is always raised, and it is 
always raised with the same kinds of 
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concerns. I do not believe that this un
certainty and fear is just the result of 
propaganda campaigns of interest 
groups devoted to preserving the status 
quo. Certainly, such efforts are under
way and have been made for some time 
on both sides of the issue. We know 
that. Certainly such campaigns can 
confuse and mislead. Maybe they are 
meant to confuse and mislead. But 
there are a number of reasons why our 
fellow citizens are justified in their 
concerns about this legislation. Our 
fellow citizens are asking whether we 
can possibly know what is in this big 
bill and, more broadly, whether we 
really know what we are doing with 
such a comprehensive proposal. 

The Presiding Officer knows Chan
cellor Bismarck's quip about legisla
tion-making and sausage-making being 
similar. That remark was made over 
100 years ago, but it is pertinent today 
maybe even with this legislation. 

As our fellow citizens focus upon this 
legislative sausage factory at work on 
health care reform, they have every 
right to wonder what in the world is 
going on in the Senate. And some of us 
wonder why the public holds people 
who are in politics in low esteem. 

But citizens are also concerned about 
the fundamental changes that would 
result in our health care system were 
the Clinton-Mitchell bill or the Gep
hardt bill in the House enacted. 

Maybe the way to begin is to remind 
those who are listening what it is that 
Americans value in their health care. I 
am referring to the choice of personal 
physician. I am referring to the physi
cian's traditional patient-centered 
ethic. I am ref erring to ready access to 
the most advanced diagnostic methods 
and to quick and easy access to the 
most competent specialist. I am refer
ring to easy and convenient access to 
high quality care in general, and I am 
referring to the flexible private health 
insurance tailored to individual and 
family needs. 

Now, remember, surveys of the Amer
ican people have always found that, 
whatever their concerns with the way 
the system as a whole works generally, 
large majorities say that they are sat
isfied with their doctor. Large majori
ties say that they are satisfied with 
their hospitals. And, yes, most are even 
satisfied with their insurance compa
nies. Our citizens are concerned be
cause they understand that very fun
damental changes are being proposed 
that could profoundly affect these 
things that they value so highly. They 
understand that the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill is going to lead to too much Gov
ernment involvement in health care as 
well as higher taxes, lost jobs, and ra
tioning. They realize that there is a 
very big question as to whether these 
changes can really work in the real 

·world. And the people are completely 
justified in their concern, Mr. Presi
dent. 

When I read the review of the Con
gressional Budget Office of the Clinton 
administration's health reform plan 
last year, I was struck by the skep
ticism that the writers exhibited in the 
face of the nationalization of health 
care system that plan called for. I want 
to say I have spoken about the skep
ticism from the grassroots, but now I 
am referring to the skepticism of Gov
ernment analysts, people inside the 
beltway. 

The CBO asks: 
... whether it would be possible to imple

ment the Clinton purpose fully in the time
frame envisioned, and whether there might 
be unintended consequences that could affect 
the system's viability. 

This is CBO-speak for: "Is it really 
possible to implement such a scheme, 
and could it possibly ruin the health 
care system?H 

They went on to say, and these are 
their words: 

Policymakers and analysts can only specu
late about such questions because of the 
magnitude of the institutional changes being 
proposed. 

Continuing to quote: 
Thus, the potential for unforeseen con

sequences, both favorable and unfavorable, 
would be significant. 

If I can put that into CBO speech, it 
would say this: ''All we can do is guess 
what might happen if we implement 
this plan." 

More recently, the CBO and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation finished re
viewing the heal th reform proposal of 
the Committee on Finance, not the one 
that is before us. I do not want to mis
lead you; I am speaking of the commit
tee' s proposal. 

I was struck in reading this analysis 
by the same note of skepticism that 
the earlier authors displayed about the 
Clinton plan last year. 

The authors seem to appear as doubt
ful that the reform plan as envisioned, 
even by our Senate Finance Commit
tee, could actually be carried out. 
What they said was that in CBO's judg
ment, however, there exists a signifi
cant change that the substantial 
changes required by this proposal and 
by other systematic reform proposals 
could not be achieved as assumed. 

If I can put those words into CBO 
speech, it would say this: We have no 
real world example of this managed 
competition system, and it will not 
work. 

So now we have Senator MITCHELL'S 
bill before us, this 1,400-page bill, the 
third printing of it. Mr. President, it is 
another risky proposal to comprehen
sively transform the American health 
care system, redirecting Sl out of every 
$7 in America, to some extent, greater 
or less. Great effort has been made to 
claim that this bill has no relationship 
whatsoever to President Clinton's 
original bill that I quoted CBO's analy
sis of. But the Mitchell bill seems to 
have more than a passing resemblance 

to what President Clinton offered. The 
heal th insurance purchasing coopera
tives are back. They are not in this bill 
mandatory. But let me predict on this 
very day that they will end up being 
mandatory. 

A national board, which the Presi
dent created, with very major and 
sweeping powers is in the Mitchell bill. 
The mandates are there, even though 
they would only be invoked if certain 
target levels of coverage were not 
achieved. The standard benefit package 
proposed by the President is in the bill. 
The budgets and the premium caps are 
there, or something darned close to 
them. The complicated subsidy 
schemes for individuals and families 
are there. When you talk about sub
sidies for business, and lower-income 
people to buy health insurance, remem
ber when it comes to the Government 
they want you to accept a mandate be
cause there is a subsidy connected with 
it. Remember that mandates are for
ever, but subsidies tend to be tem
porary. 

Subsidies are supposedly going to 
soften the blow of the mandates. But 
after a period of time, the mandates 
continue. The subsidies are fleeting. 

The Mitchell bill is at least as com
plicated as earlier bills. It is even 
longer than President Clinton's bill, 
1,410 pages compared to 364 pages. I for
got, because now the bill is up to 1,443 
pages. 

There are at least 30 major health
care related topics on which the bill 
proposes major changes. I want to list 
them to give our listeners some idea of 
the scope of this legislation. 

Major change No. 1, employer man
dates with triggers; 

Major change No. 2, new subsidies for 
100 million people; 

Major change No. 3, a number of new 
taxes or tax increases, 18 at last count; 

Major change No. 4, many new Gov
ernment bureaucracies, 49 last count. 
That is my count. Yesterday I saw an
other count that it was up almost to 60; 

Major change No. 5, a new Medicare 
prescription drug benefit; 

Major change No. 6, abortion cov
erage; 

Major change No. 7, administrative 
simplification requirements; 

Major change No. 8, antitrust and 
medical malpractice law changes, in
cluding repeal of McCarran-Ferguson 
as it relates to health insurance; 

Major change No. 9, changes in the 
employee benefits law; · 

Major change No. 10, new rules for 
heal th insurance plans; 

Major change No. 11, proposals for 
rural and urban underserved popu
lations; 

Major change No. 12, proposals for 
Medicare reform; . 

Major change No. 13, integration of 
the Medicaid program into the private 
sector health care system; 

Major change No. 14, major changes 
in the way that our medical teaching 
institutions do their work; 
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Major change No. 15, new proposals 

for medical research; 
Major change No. 16, long-term care 

provisions; 
Major change No. 17, antifraud and 

abuse provisions; 
Major change No. 18, expansion of 

many existing public health programs, 
and the creation of some new ones; 

Major change No. 19, changes in the 
workers compensation programs; 

Major change No. 20, some changes in 
health insurance as related to auto
mobile coverage; 

And major change No. 21, for the Fed
eral Employees Health Benefits pro
gram. 

Each of these topics-and there are 
more, but I do not want to continue the 
list. All of these topics has any number 
of major topics. So we are in fact, Mr. 
President, contemplating literally hun
dreds of major changes that will affect 
our health care system. 

In any normal legislative session, 
passage of a bill with provisions simi
lar to those of Senator MITCHELL'S bill 
on any one of these topics would be a 
major legislative achievement. 

Do we all know what major items 
might be buried among these hundreds 
of subchapters? For example, how 
many of my colleagues are aware of the 
fact that the national benefits board 
created in this bill is specifically ex
empt from the Federal Advisory Com
mittee Act? You want to remember 
that what that means is that the board 
is going to make decisions about what 
benefits Americans are going to receive 
through the standard benefits package. 
And this is the same Federal Advisory 
Committee Act the First Lady's health 
care task force refused to comply with, 
and the White House is now being sued 
in Federal court over because the 
meetings and records were not open to 
the public. This means that some of 
the most basic decisions of health care 
can be made in secret proceedings, with 
no notice of meetings and no access to 
information. 

This might be Star Chamber health 
care, Mr. President, but it is not sur
prising coming from those who believe 
in Government-run health care, be
cause they do not want that to be scru
tinized by the public. 

There is a question of access to the 
courts raised by the legislation. I do 
not know whether this has been dis
cussed yet on the floor, but access to 
the courts ought to be very important 
to anybody. When you are passing this 
sweeping piece of legislation, it ought 
to be more of a concern. Colleagues 
who vote for this bill will have to tell 
their constituents that if those con
stituents believe that they have had a 
constitutional right violated, they are 
going to have to come all the way to 
Washington to vindicate that right-
not there in the local district court of 
their particular State, but right here 
in Washington, DC. 

I think that provision has some im
plications that ought to be elaborated 
on, because if a person believes that 
some part of this bill is unconstitu
tional, the first thing he or she will 
have to do would be to come here to 
Washington, DC, to appear before the 
U.S. district court here, and even if 
that person demonstrates that he or 
she will suffer immediate or irrep
arable harm as a result of some part of 
this act, and even if that person shows 
that there is a substantial likelihood 
that the act or one of its provisions is 
unconstitutional, this bill renders the 
court powerless to grant temporary re
lief. 

When it comes to health care, Mr. 
President, I am sure that we can all 
think of examples where an individual 
might suffer irreparable harm. Maybe 
it is some needed treatment that this 
bill curtails; some may be denied 
choice of a particular physician. What
ever the case is we are talking about, 
we are in fact talking about people's 
health and their lives, and any delay 
could prove critical. But this bill pre
vents the court from granting imme
diate temporary relief by limiting its 
power to grant "any temporary order 
or preliminary injunction restraining 
the enforcement or execution of this 
act or any provision of this act." 

So one whose heal th may be impaired 
will have to wait until a panel of three 
judges can convene, wait until they fi
nally decide the merits of the case
wait, Mr. President, for who knows how 
long. 

Yes, as unbelievable as that might 
sound, the Clinton-Mitchell bill en
gages in court-stripping and forum
shopping of the rankest kind. It even 
deprives the court of authority to issue 
injunctions against operations of the 
act that might be unconstitutional. So 
now we will have health care that can 
never be taken away, not even by a 
court that might think some parts of 
this bill violate the Constitution. 
Whether you are a liberal Democrat or 
liberal Republican, there are a lot of 
my colleagues who have spoken elo
quently against similar attempts to 
strip court jurisdiction and to elimi
nate form shopping. I hope that those 
people will be consistent and read 
through this legislation and speak just 
as loudly against those provisions, 
whether they are in this bill or some 
other piece of legislation. 

There is even more, Mr. President. 
How many know that squirreled away 
among these hundreds of provisions is 
what can only be described as a naked 
power grab by the American Trial Law
yers Association and its high-priced 
lobbyists? Although it is titled "medi
cal malpractice reform," it would be 
more accurate ·to label this as medical 
malpractice "deform." Written of, and 
by, and for the trial attorneys, it would 
arguably preempt the laws of 21 States 
which placed some limit on non-

economic and economic damages and 
replace it with no limit on damages. I 
say arguably because the provision has 
changed in Clinton-Mitchell three. 

Apparently, the trial lawyers' greed 
went too far and was too obvious, and 
they hope no one would be able to read 
this bill, the third version, and notice 
what they were up to. Make no mis
take about it-because you should be 
concerned about the intent of this pro
vision-it is a stealth preemption of 
State law, and those States with mal
practice reform laws will be the ones 
which suffer. 

While this bill may be a windfall for 
trial lawyers, it would be a disaster for 
the heal th care system and the Amer
ican people. It would stifle medical in
novation, reduce the accessibility of 
health care, particularly in rural areas, 
and keep more money out of the hands 
of injured patients. Those States like 
California, which have enacted progres
sive liability reform that has succeeded 
in reducing health care costs, would 
see their efforts go up in smoke under 
this bill. But even that is not enough. 
These lawyers have succeeded in put
ting into this bill new civil actions 
with unlimited punitive damages, 
which creates the potential for explo
sive litigation-again, to the benefit of 
the trial lawyers and to the detriment 
of cost containment within the health 
care system. 

It just goes to show that those who 
scream the loudest about special inter
est groups are the ones who have the 
most to hide. 

I want to make my position clear on 
this issue. While there is some genuine, 
meaningful medical malpractice re
form language in the health care bill, 
it will have failed to address one of the 
primary causes of escalating health 
care costs, and for that reason alone, it 
should be opposed. 

There is another provision in this 
1,443 pages about which I am con
cerned, and that is the proposed modi
fications of McCarran-Ferguson. And 
as far as heal th insurance reform and 
workman's comp and hospitalization as 
it relates to car insurance, there is a 
preemption-I should not say a pre
emption-there is a repeal of those pro
visions of McCarran-Ferguson. This act 
recognizes that certain cooperative ac
tions were essential to the nature of 
the insurance business and provided for 
State regulation of such actions. The 
enormous growth of State insurance 
laws and regulations show that the 
States have been performing that func
tion, as intended by Congress 49 years 
ago, very well. 

There are few industries as competi
tive as the insurance business: over 
3,400 companies selling insurance with 
no company having more than 9.2 per
cent of the market. In my State of 
Iowa, the insurance industry is a thriv
ing component of the State's economy 
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with many, many small firms compet
ing for business. The net effect of re
peal of this part of McCarran-Ferguson 
would be to drive the small- and me
dium-sized insurers of Iowa and other 
States out of business, leaving insur
ance concentrated in the hands of a few 
giant companies. Without industry
wide data collection and rate advisory 
services, smaller companies will not 
survive. This would be a severe blow to 
my State, and I am opposed to that 
provision. 

Mr. President, there are some good 
provisions in this 1,410 page health care 
proposal , no doubt about it. But that is 
not really the point. Do we really have 
even the foggiest idea of how any of 
this would actually work in the real 
world were we to pass it? And I think, 
just like CBO said several months ago, 
we ought to stop kidding ourselves. We 
have absolutely no idea at all, because 
again I think we need to emphasize 
again that, in the 205-year history of 
the Senate, there has never been legis
lation that would redirect $1 of every 
$7 in the American economy. 

Remember again what the Congres
sional Budget Office found in their 
analysis of Senator MITCHELL'S bill. 
These are their words: "There is a sig
nificant" chance that the "substantial 
changes required by this proposal .. . 
could not be achieved as assumed." 

As many Senators have pointed out, 
we really have not had sufficient time 
to study and analyze Senator MITCH
ELL'S bill. But a quick review suggests 
that it has any number of provisions 
that are going to create serious prob
lems for many Americans. 

A quick review also suggests that it 
is very likely that the original bill pro
posed by President Clinton would have 
those same problems and that this bill 
is very much like that bill. 

The bill includes a delayed employer 
mandate which we have to assume will 
go into effect and will have a negative 
effect on small business and the em
ployees of small business. 

It includes a complicated tax on the 
rate of increase of health care pre
miums. This tax on the rate of increase 
in heal th plan premi urns is really the 
Clinton global budget and premium cap 
concept, however, in disguise. 
· It is a global budget concept because 

aggregate national per capita health 
care expenditures in 1994 would become 
the total amount of spending from 
which national health care spending 
could increase in the future. 

Then the Congressional Budget Office 
at that time would determine the ac
ceptable rate of increase for the years 
until 1997. Thereafter, control of health 
spending would be on semiautomatic 
pilot. When finally implemented, it 
would be allowed to increase only at 
CPI plus 2 percent, restricted by what 
the Congress said in this bill the coun
try can spend on its health care. 

These cost containment features of 
the bill are almost surely going to 

drive right out of the market plans 
that allow you to go to any doctor you 
want and pay, through your health in
surance, for the care you and your doc
tor decide you need. 

I heard the author last night take 
some exception to our reading of his 
legislation that way. I heard every 
word he said. I still stand by this state
ment. 

Even if heal th plan sponsors are re
quired by the Mitchell bill to offer such 
fee-for-service plans, such plans may 
cease to exist , or people will not be 
able to afford them. People are going 
to be driven by economic pressure into 
low-cost managed care plans, or insur
ers will no longer be able to offer fee
for-service plans. The remaining man
aged care plans are going to be under 
great pressure to vigorously economize 
in the deli very of heal th care services, 
and that is the beginning of rationing. 

The health insurance purchasing co
operatives called for in this bill have 
been described as voluntary, but they 
are not really going to end up that 
way. They probably will end up in re
ality as mandatory. All employers with 
under 500 employees must enroll their 
employees in this cooperative and may 
offer a choice of 3 private plans. But 
why would an employer attempt to ne
gotiate with other plans if the employ
ees can take the employer contribution 
and join any plan in the local coopera
tive? 

If I understand the bill correctly, no 
insurer may charge a premium dif
ferent than that negotiated for that in
surer's plan through any purchasing 
cooperative. So why would an insurer 
even bother to offer a plan outside of 
the purchasing cooperatives? 

Mr. President, Iowa is a rural State, 
and I want to digress just a moment to 
view this legislation from the perspec
tive of my State and any rural State of 
America. From this standpoint, I be
lieve that Senator MITCHELL has 
worked hard to include in this · bill 
many provisions designed to help rural 
areas. We on this side of the aisle may 
have some problems with this or that 
rural-specific provision, but those dif
ferences can probably be worked out 
between us. In fact , many of the rural
specific provisions that have found 
their way into Senator MITCHELL'S bill 
were developed earlier by both Demo
cratic and Republican Senators, includ
ing myself, and were included in the 
Finance Committee bill and the Labor 
Committee bill. 

Many of these same or similar provi
sions, by the way, are in the Dole
Packwood bill. 

Unfortunately, I have to say to my 
colleagues that the question for those 
of us who represent rural areas has to 
be whether the major elements of Sen
ator MITCHELL'S bill are good for rural 
States, even though some of those spe
cifically directed to certain specific 
problems in rural America are very 

good. Are those good provisions offset 
by some bad aspects of this major bill? 
I think the answer to that is yes, that 
they will. I think Senator MITCHELL'S 
bill, as a whole, will not be good for 
rural areas. 

I wish I could say otherwise as an an
swer to that question. I want to tell 
you why I cannot give a confident yes 
to this question. 

The bill continues to discriminate 
against the self-employed. It fails to 
provide 100 percent deductibility of 
health insurance premiums for the self
employed. 

A greater percentage of people in 
rural areas are self-employed than in 
urban areas-around 13 percent com
pared to 7112 percent of urban workers. 

In farm areas and all over main 
street, small town, America, there are 
ordinary self-employed people who buy 
individual insurance and pay for it out 
of pocket after tax dollars. Now there 
is that 25 percent deductibility t_oday, 
but even that ran out at the end of last 
year. We have let it run out before so 
that cannot even be counted on. 

So these people 's ability to afford 
their health insurance would be consid
erably enhanced with 100 percent de
ductibility. For instance, the American 
Farm Bureau Federation has estimated 
that for a typical family of four at the 
15-percent tax level a full tax deduc
tion could generate over $1,200 in sav
ings per year. 

Now, as a matter of fairness, large 
businesses get to deduct what they pay 
for employee health insurance. The 
employees of large businesses get a 
health insurance benefit tax free. Why 
should not our rural citizens and small 
business people get the same tax treat
ment? 

In addition, the bill does not include 
medical saving accounts, and the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware 
spoke well about that issue before so I 
will not go into that. But medical sav
ings accounts would help very much, 
maybe even more so in rural America 
than in urban America. 

The bill outlaws self-funding of insur
ance for any business with fewer than 
500 employees. Many small businesses 
found in rural towns now self-fund and 
are doing a good job offering insurance 
to their employees and cost contain
ment. This ban on self-funding for em
ployee groups of that size is going to 
disrupt heal th care coverage of all of 
them. Why should we not retain the 
self-funding option for rural areas as 
one more way of getting people cov
ered? 

I just cannot understand when we 
have such a high percentage of people 
in America and particularly employers 
self-insured that we want to hurt that 
approach. It seems to me what we 
ought to do is build on what private 
initiative has already accomplished in 
America and not do harm to it. 

If the mandates laid out in the bill do 
get triggered in and are eventually re
quired of small businesses, I think it 
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could be devastating for more fragile 
lower wage economies of rural areas. 

The cost of private health insurance 
in rural areas is almost certainly going 
to rise as a consequence of this bill. If 
I understand how some of the features 
of this program are going to work, it 
looks as though they will conspire to
gether to seriously disadvantage rural 
residents. 

Fee-for-service plans are still more 
common in rural areas. And they prob
ably will be for some time to come. 
Medicare payments tend to be a bigger 
factor of health care life in rural areas 
than in cities. Under this legislation, 
the Government is going to continue 
cheating on what it owes for Medicare 
services even more than it does now. 
Thus, providers are going to cost-shift 
to the fee-for-service plans more com
mon in rural areas. The premiums of 
those plans are going to go up. As the 
premiums go up, the total amount of 
money taken by the 1. 75-percent tax 
and shipped away to the east coast in
creases. As the premiums go up, they 
run right into the 25-percent excise tax 
called for by Senator MITCHELL'S bill. 

Furthermore, this 25-percent tax is 
really a global budget and premium 
cap provision. This is going to unfairly 
freeze providers in low-cost States at 
low levels of reimbursement. It seems 
to me that the same thing is going to 
happen to some of these States, includ
ing my own State of Iowa, that hap
pened when the Medicare Cost Contain
ment System was put in place. Un
fairly low reimbursement levels were 
put in place and held in place by Fed
eral law and Federal agencies. Only 
this time it would be not just the Medi
care Program that is affected, but the 
entire private health care system in 
some of these States. 

This provision is probably going to 
kill any hope of private investment in 
health care systems in rural areas. It is 
well understood here in the Senate 
that a substantial investment in rural 
health infrastructure and in rural 
health workers is needed. In fact, most 
of the bills recognize this by including 
provisions designed to do exactly that, 
including Senator MITCHELL'S bill and 
Senator DOLE'S bill. 

The problem is that private health 
plans are not going to want to incur 
the additional cost of investment in 
heal th care if they face a tax on their 
premiums when they try to achieve a 
return on those investments. This is 
going to be true generally, not just in 
rural areas. 

But the problem is going to be more 
acute in rural areas. Those areas do 
not have the population density that 
could make it easier for heal th plans to 
get back a return on the investments 
they make. They will almost surely 
face higher costs if they wish to invest 
their own resources in rural areas. 
Those costs will have to be reflected in 
their premiums. 

Why should a private insurer take 
the risk of investing in an underserved 
rural area if they are going to face a 25-
percent excise tax on the premiums 
they have to charge to cover the higher 
cost involved in investing in such 
areas? 

So I hope that we can do something 
about making that very clear. 

I would like to call the attention of 
my colleagues to two letters, one from 
the American Farm Bureau and the 
other one from 115 other organizations. 
Those organizations have concluded 
just the Mitchell bill is not going to be 
good for rural areas. They include some 
of our most important national farm 
organizations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have these letters printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

AUGUST 12, 1994. 

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: On behalf of 
more than 100 farm and rural organizations 
we would like to voice our concern with the 
Health Care Reform Proposal offered by Sen
ator Mitchell, as presently written. 

We have spoken forcefully in favor of 100 
percent tax deduction for the self employed 
and against an employer mandate * * * and 
against mandatory alliance. 

We cannot support any plan that: 
1. Does not achieve a 100 percent deduc

tion. 
2. Lays out the foundation for an Employer 

Mandate. 
3. Sets up "required" participation in pur

chasing alliances, a "de-facto" Mandatory 
Alliance. 

But there are other rural concerns that re
quire bi-partisan attention. 

Paperwork. It sets up administrative and 
reporting requirements that will be highly 
burdensome for small employers. 

Cost of insurance may rise. Farmers tradi
tionally buy plans with high deductibles. 
The Mitchell Plan limits this option. Com
munity rating pools are broadly defined so 
that-in many instances-rural citizens will 
subsidize the health costs of their urban and 
suburban cousins, places where medical costs 
are not only higher, but so is utilization. In 
addition, age banding is unnecessarily re
strictive. States have the option of setting 
up a community rate for the entire state. 

It limits choice. It would allow states or 
the D.O.L. to determine, based on unstated 
definitions, that there is insufficient com
petition in certain rural areas so they are 
not required to even offer more than one 
plan to their employees. That one plan must 
always be the HIPC, and the HIPC must al
ways include the FEHBP. This amounts to a 
potential back-door single-payor system for 
rural states. 

Cost-shifting. It cuts into projected Medi
care expenditures, which will hurt many 
rural hospitals, and because it shifts billions 
in Medicaid costs to private insurers, cost
shifting will take place. Net result: a mas
sive, unintended cost-shift that will fuel in
surance costs of fee-for-service plans-the 
primary insurance vehicle for rural commu
nities. 

Taxes. The new tax on plans with fast 
growing health premiums w111 hit fee-for-

service plans hardest, especially those in 
rural areas, for reasons already noted in pre
vious paragraph. 

Association Plans. About 1 in 3 farmers 
and very-small rural small businesses have 
their health insurance through "association 
plans", which pool businesses or individuals 
in a form of voluntary cooperative. These 
plans are more likely to have begun to nego
tiate PPO and cost-savings with providers. 
However, these plans are essentially made 
ineffective by making them a part of a com
munity rated pool, and not part of an experi
enced rated pool, despite the fact that many 
of these plans have more than 500, and some 
more than 5,000 individuals enrolled. Solu
tions: allow large association plans to be ex
perienced rated, but require an annual open 
enrollment for members. The long-range im
pact of weaker private sector pooling ar
rangements is to eventually force very small 
businesses, and the self-employed into the 
state or federal-directed HIPCs-which may 
be the insurance of last resort for the poor. 

Subsidies. Subsidies do not clearly distin
guish the realities of farm income, in which 
it is true that farmers have relatively high 
"gross income" but "low net income". Care
ful consideration should be made for agricul
tural producers, especially young farmers, 
because "gross incomes" may not be the best 
determination. 

Health Board. It gives enormous power to 
several new agencies, especially the National 
Health Board, but it does not include provi
sions that would guarantee rural representa
tion on those boards. Heal th care is not nec
essarily better, or worse in rural America, 
but it is different. The composition of any 
agency with important health powers should 
include stronger rural representation. 

Medical Savings Account. It does not in
clude Medical Savings Accounts. Farmers 
would benefit from MSAs, and have been pio
neers in the use of the MSA concept by 
blending high deductible plans with person
ally-funded tax deferral savings vehicles. 
MSAs are a proven "concept", the Mitchell 
Plan does not acknowledge their value in 
any way at all. 

There are many positive enhancements to 
the recruiting of health professionals to 
rural areas and grants for demonstration 
projects, but on balance is not a plan we can 
embrace. 

Sincerely, 
American Agri-Women; American Dry Pea 

and Lentil Association; American Sod Pro
ducers Association; Communicating for Agri
culture; Farm Health Care Coalition; Farm
ers Health Alliance; International Apple In
stitute; National Association of Wheat Grow
ers; National Barley Growers Association; 
National Cattlemen's Association; National 
Contract Poultry Growers Association; Na
tional Cotton Council; National Cotton 
Council of America; National Council of Ag
ricultural Employers. 

National Council of Farmers Cooperatives; 
National Christmas Tree Association; Na
tional Christmas Tree Nursery; National 
Grange; National Milk Producers Federa
tion; National Pork Producers Council; Unit
ed Agribusiness League; United Egg Produc
ers; United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Associa
tion; Women Involved in Farm Economics; 
Agricultural Council of Arkansas; Agricul
tural Producers; Alabama Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; AZ Cotton Growers As
sociation. 

Arkansas Association of Wheat Growers; 
Arkansas Contract Poultry Growers Associa
tion; California Association of Wheat Grow
ers; CA Cotton Ginners Association; CA Cot
ton Growers Association; California Farm 
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Bureau Federation; California Grape & Tree 
Fruit League; Colorado Association of Wheat 
Growers; Florida Contract Poultry Growers 
Association; Florida Fruit & Vegetable Asso
ciation; Florida Nurserymen & Growers As
sociation; Georgia Contract Poultry Growers 
Association; Idaho Grain Producers Associa
tion; Idaho Onion Growers Association. 

Illinois Cattlemen's Association; Kansas 
Association of Wheat Growers; Kentucky 
Contract Poultry Growers Association; Ken
tucky Small Grain Growers Association; LA 
Cotton Association; LA Cotton Producers 
Association; Louisiana Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; LA Ginners Associa
tion; LA Independent Cotton Warehouse As
sociation; Delmarva Contract Poultry Grow
ers Association; Minnesota Association of 
Wheat Growers; Mississippi Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; Mississippi Delta Coun
cil; Montana Grain Growers Association. 

Nebraska Wheat Growers Association; New 
England Apple Council; New Mexico Wheat 
Growers Association; North Carolina Apple 
Growers Association; North Carolina Small 
Grain Growers; North Carolina Sweet Potato 
Commission; North Dakota Grain Growers 
Association; North Dakota Stockmen; Ohio 
Contract Poultry Growers Association; Okla
homa Contract Poultry Growers Association; 
Oklahoma Wheat Growers Association. 

Plains Cotton Growers Association; South 
Carolina Contract Poultry Growers Associa
tion; South Dakota Wheat Incorporated; 
Southern Cotton Growers Association; 
Southeastern Cotton Ginners Association; 
Tennessee Contract Poultry Growers Asso
ciation; Texas Cattle Feeders Association; 
Avian Coo,Perative of Texas; Texas Citrus & 
Vegetable Association; Texas Wheat Produc
ers Association; South Texas Cotton & Grain 
Association; Rolling Plains Cotton Growers; 
Virginia Agricultural Growers Association; 
Virginia Contract Poultry Growers Associa
tion. 

Virginia Small Grain Growers Association; 
Washington Association of Wheat Growers; 
Washington Cattlemen's Association; Wash
ington Growers Clearinghouse Association; 
Washington Growers League; Washington 
State Horticultural Association; Washington 
Women for the Survival of Agriculture; 
Western Growers Association; Western Pis
tachio Association; Wisconsin Christmas 
Tree Producers Association; Wyoming Wheat 
Growers Association; Curtice Burns Foods/ 
Pro-Fae Cooperative; Dovex Fruit Company; 
Eastgate Farms, Inc. 

El Vista Orchards, Inc.; Florida Citrus Mu
tual; Forrence Orchards, Inc.; Grainger 
Farms, Inc.; Grower-Shipper Vegetable Asso
ciation of Central California; Hood Riv.er 
Grower-Shipper Association; Johnny 
Appleseed of Washington/CRO Fruit Com
pany; Knouse Fruitlands, Inc.; Lyman Or
chards Country; Newman Ranch Company; 
Nyssa-Nampa Beet Growers Association; 
Princeton Nurseries; Rocky Mountain Apple 
Products Company; Torrey Farms, Inc. 

Valley Growers Cooperative; Ventura 
County Agricultural Association; Wasco 
County Fruit & Produce League; Yakima 
Valley Growers-Shippers Association. 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, DC, August 11, 1994. 

Hon. HOWELL HEFLIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HEFLIN: The Senate is 
poised to begin voting on the most impor
tant social question of this Congress and 
probably of the last 30 years. You have the 
responsibility to represent the views and 

best interests of America and your state's 
portion of the 4.2 . million members of the 
Farm Bureau. Your constituents expect and 
deserve a health care reform law that rem
edies what is wrong and protects what is 
right with our present system. 

Farm Bureau has closely followed and has 
attended numerous meetings on the subject 
of health care reform, from the early efforts 
by the White House to those of many mem
bers of the House and Senate, as well as with 
various organizations and coalitions. We 
have intentionally not joined any formal 
coalitions nor have we aligned ourselves 
with any of the many proposals that have 
surfaced. We have instead pointed out what, 
in our view, would be valuable or detrimen
tal to the needed improvement of our sys
tem. 

Farm Bureau members have made this a 
priority issue and are obviously users of the 
present health care system. As users, we 
have benefitted from the unbelievable ad
vances in medicine and also have suffered 
through the unrelenting double-digit medi
cal cost inflation of the last 20 years. 

The farmer delegates to the American 
Farm Bureau Federation's annual meeting 
approved two full pages of policy regarding 
health care. The essence of Farm Bureau pol
icy is expressed as follows. 

We favor: 
1. Reform of the current health care sys

tem; 
2. Financial assistance to those unable to 

afford it; 
3. One hundred (100) percent tax deductibil

ity of health insurance costs paid by the self
employed; 

4. Medical savings accounts; 
5. Sensible insurance reform dealing with 

portab111ty, prior existing conditions and 
modified community rating; 

6. Malpractice tort reform; 
7. Targeted rural benefits, such as incen

tives for medical professionals to locate and 
stay in rural areas, fair reimbursements on 
Medicare and Medicaid, and greater use of 
technology for modern "telemedicine." 

We oppose: 
1. Employer mandates, including triggers 

to impose them at some future date unless 
the Congress must vote for the imposition; 

2. Government-imposed price controls on 
the various components of the health care 
delivery system; 

3. Massive new taxes; and 
4. Repeal of the McCarran-Ferguson Act. 
We are not opposed to any of the proposals 

in their entirety and do not criticize any 
proposal completely. However, some of the 
proposals have more points with which we 
agree than others. Thus, we will support or 
oppose bills, amendments and substitutes ac
cordingly. 

The reform of health care in America is 
not a sporting event that has one side win
ning or losing. We will all win or we will all 
lose based on the outcome of this debate. We 
don't believe el ther the next congressional 
election or the next presidential election can 
be predicted based on this issue. Therefore, a 
purely political vote will benefit neither you 
nor America. 

We urge you to consider AFBF's policy as 
you vote on this important question and sup
port constructive change. 

Sincerely, 
DEAN R. KLECKNER, 

President, 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 

[From Farm Bureau News, Aug. 15, 1994] 
CONGRESS BEGINS DEBATE ON HEALTH CARE 

REFORM 
Debate on legislation to reform the na

tion's health care system began last week in 

the Senate. It had been scheduled to start in 
the House this week, but House leaders have 
now postponed it for at least another week. 

At the center of the debate are plans craft
ed by Sen. George Mitchell (D-Maine) and 
Rep. Richard Gephardt (D-Mo.) that contain 
controversial provisions requiring employers 
to pay part of the cost for their employees' 
insurance. 

In the House, a bipartisan alternative that 
does not include employer mandates has 
been put forward by Reps. Roy Rowland (D
Ga.), Michael B111rak1s (R-Fla.), Jim Cooper 
(D-Tenn.) and Fred Grandy (R-Iowa). 

Because of different rules in each body, the 
Senate is expected to consider dozens of 
amendments while the House plans to con
sider only a handful of major proposals. The 
first battle in the House will be a decision on 
the rule that governs debate. Farm Bureau is 
urging House members to adopt a rule that 
will give alternative plans a fair opportunity 
to be considered. 

American Farm Bureau Federation Presi
dent Dean Kleckner, in a letter to all mem
bers of Congress, noted that Farm Bureau 
does not oppose any of the proposals in their 
entirety but "some of the proposals have 
more points we agree with than others." 

"The reform of health care in America is 
not a sporting event that has one side win
ning or losing," Kleckner told lawmakers. 
"We will all win or we will all lose based on 
the outcome of this debate. A purely politi
cal vote will benefit neither you nor Amer
ica." 

The Gephardt and Mitchell proposals as 
they are currently written fail to meet Farm 
Bureau policy, according to Hyde Murray, an 
American Farm Bureau Federation govern
mental relations director. The Rowland bi
partisan measure comes closer to meeting 
Farm Bureau's objectives, he added. 

Farm Bureau supports health care reform 
that provides financial assistance to those 
unable to afford it; 100 percent tax deduct
ib111ty of health insurance costs paid by the 
self-employed; medical savings accounts; 
sensible insurance reform dealing with port
ability, prior existing conditions and modi
fied community rating; malpractice tort re
form; and targeted rural benefits including 
greater use of technology for "telemedi
cine." 

Farm Bureau opposes employer mandates, 
government-imposed price controls, massive 
new taxes and repeal of the McCarran-Fer
guson Act, which provides an antitrust ex
emption for the insurance industry. A provi
sion to repeal the act is included in the Gep
hardt bill. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I be
lieve that many Americans are con
cerned about losing some of those fea
tures of the American heal th care sys
tem that they value so highly which I 
listed at the beginning of my state
ment. 

If the Clinton-style global budgets 
and premium caps go into effect, these 
things we now value so highly could be 
threatened. Health plans will have to 
strenuously economize in order to re
main profitable. Economizing means 
that the quality of care could decline, 
access to care could be reduced and ra
tioning could result. 

Doctors are at risk of becoming em
ployees of big insurance companies. In 
the new managed care plans, there 
could certainly be at work a financial 
incentive to underserve. Those who 
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serve as the gatekeepers through which 
people will have to pass to get health 
care will be under instructions to make 
people wait, to delay or deny access to 
specialists, to delay or deny access to 
sophisticated diagnostic procedures. 

I do not fear for the young and 
healthy, the kind of people found dis
proportionately in health maintenance 
organizations. I fear for those with 
costly and life-threatening or handi
capping illness. I do not want to see a 
state of affairs come about in which 
such people find that their care is de
layed, or their access to advanced diag
nosis is put off, or their access to the 
best specialists is restricted. 

We all agree on the need for cost con
tainment, Mr. President. I think all of 
us have presuil1ed that cost contain
ment is one of the major goals of re
foril1. 

But there is an obvious tension be
tween vigorous cost containment and 
these things we value so highly in our 
heal th insurance and heal th care ar
rangements. This tension cannot be 
sidestepped just by claiming that we 
are going to eliminate unnecessary 
care and drive out waste, fraud, and 
abuse, as worthy as those goals are and 
as necessary as it is that they be ac
complished. 

Remember, in my opening comments, 
I said to write down in your diary the 
day this 1,400-page bill passes the Con
gress and is signed by the Senate what 
you think of your heal th care system. 
Because I do not think you will ever 
see it this great in the future. 

I want to quote Rudolph Penner. We 
all know him, unless you are a recent 
Member of this body. I think everybody 
knows hiil1 anyway; a scholar today, 
but former director of the Congres
sional Budget Office and a respected 
economist. He gave an assessment of 
price controls in health care for the Al
liance for Management Coil1petition. 
He cited a comment from the Congres
sional Budget Office that puts this ten
sion pretty well, the tension that I 
cited between cost containment and 
the reduction of the quality of care and 
access to diagnostic treatment and to 
specialists; in other words, where we do 
not have rationing today, where we 
might have rationing in the future. 
This is what Rudolph Penner quotes 
from CBO. 

In the process of changing the present 
health care system to achieve greater con
trol over costs, some of the desirable fea
tures of the current health care system 
would be adversely affected. In 
particular * * * less spending on research 
and development, longer waiting times for 
access to new technology, and limitations on 
our existing choices of providers, health in
surance coverage, and treatment alter
natives. 

Now, again, this person I quote is a 
person who understands Government. 
He understands the shortcomings of 
Government. If he has questions about 
these massive changes in our heal th 

care system, then is it any wonder peo
ple at grassroots America are skeptical 
of our deliberations and what we Il1ight 
do to that health care system with the 
passage of this legislation? 

If there is one thing of which I am 
very confident, it is that the American 
people-that broad stratum of well-in
sured Americans who are pleased with 
their doctor, their hospitals, and their 
insurance companies-are very much 
not of a mind to give up these things 
that they value so highly. 

With the power of Government be
hind you, it is possible to dream up 
practically anything in the mind's eye. 
It is possible to put those ideas down 
on paper. It is even possible to write 
legislation based on those ideas. 
Whether they will come even close, 
though, to working out there in the 
real world, that is a completely dif
ferent matter. The plans offered by 
President Clinton, by the congressional 
committees which have reported bills, 
and by Senator MITCHELL, would 
launch our people on a wildly experi
mental venture. 

As much as they want to see changes 
in our health care system, I am con
fident the American people do not want 
to be laboratory rats for some grand 
Government-dominated national social 
experiment. When people answer polls 
about wanting some changes made in 
the system I think it is summed up 
best by people in my State-and I will 
bet there are people like them in every 
State -who would say, in a very com
mon sense approach, to their Senators 
or their Congressmen, something like 
this: "Well, we know that you have a 
problem out there in Washington. You 
want to do soil1ething about the health 
care system. You want to do something 
about cost containment. You want to 
do soil1ething about the people who do 
not have insurance." 

In making that statement they are 
really asking a question: "If you have 
to deal with those things, can't you 
find a way of doing it where you do not 
screw up our health care that we have 
today?" 

Many of our fellow citizens are, thus, 
trying to tell us they want improve
ments in the way our health care sys
tem works but they do not want to rev
olutionize that systeil1. They want to 
see the uninsured are insured. They are 
moved, I think, by the plight of the un
insured. There was not one of us who 
listened to Mrs. Clinton last night, or 
listened to the people she had on the 
podium there with her, who had special 
problems, who would not be moved by 
that. But the people at the grassroots 
believe that these problems can be 
solved without vastly increasing the 
role of Government in the workings of 
the health care system. They believe 
these problems can be solved without 
throwing the entire system into tur
moil. They want a reform that is done 
right. They do not want a contraption 

hurriedly stuck together with baling 
wire and chewing gum so we can throw 
something out to the voters this year 
to satisfy the electoral needs of politi
cians and that the bureaucrats in the 
Departil1ent of Health and Human 
Services will have to finish for us, fill 
in the blanks with regulations next . 
year and for every year thereafter. 

The American people are telling us 
they want to put this entire health 
care reform project off. That is what a 
majority of people are now saying in 
those polls. A year ago they did not say 
that. A year ago they did not know any 
more than we did what we were talking 
about in a 1,400 page bill. We know that 
they have now had a chance to look at 
it. I still do not think it has to be put 
off. I think we can pass some incremen
tal legislation this year and build on it. 
We can have some useful reform this 
year, a good bill: Not a Democrat bill, 
not a Republican bill, not a bipartisan 
bill-but just a good bill. I am of the 
view we should not proceed with what 
might be called a big bang approach to 
heal th care reform. We should pass 
those limited reforms that will do some 
good. Then see what happens. Then we 
should return to the task next year and 
the year after, making adjustments 
that seem appropriate in light of what 
incremental reforms have been accom
plished. 

In other words, not to make the mis
take we did in 1988, as sincere as that 
was. We had the ability to do this up 
right, pass one big bill redirecting $1 
out of every $7 spent in America-the 
most massive impact on the economy 
of any piece of legislation ever passed 
in our history. If we could do that and 
people had confidence we could do it, 
that is one thing. But the people are 
skeptical about it now. That should 
cause us to be skeptical. But more so 
the track record of 1988 ought to sig
nify to us we should make changes 
where there is very wide agreement 
among us on those things that can pass 
almost unaniil1ously and then in the 
future-in the very near future-do 
more; in that very near future do some 
more. But do it slowly so we do not 
make mistakes. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, this has 
been and will continue to be a long, ex
tended debate on an issue that is very, 
very iil1portant to the American peo
ple. As we look at where we are and 
why we are here, we started, of course, 
with health care being an issue in the 
last Presidential cail1paign. To the 
credit of the President and the First 
Lady, they made it an issue, and be
cause of that we now have this debate 
at center stage. 

Like most of my colleagues, I go out 
and get involved in the process, trying 
to understand the issue as much as pos
sible. It is a very complex issue and 
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takes a lot of work to do it. My office 
has received thousands of phone calls 
and letters-more phone calls and let
ters, I think, on the issue of health 
care reform, both sides, than on any
thing since I have been in the Congress. 
I hosted a statewide health care con
ference earlier this year, in April, that 
featured leading policy experts from 
every facet of the health care delivery 
system. There were doctors, there were 
providers, nurses, patients-everyone 
who in some way had an impact or was 
impacted by any change or legislation 
in the health care industry was there. 
It was a fascinating seminar, to say the 
least, to listen to the concerns and the 
recommendations that were made by 
these people. 

In addition to that I have 10 counties 
in my State. I held a town meeting in 
each of those counties. We do not call 
them town meetings in New Hamp
shire. There is only one town meeting 
in New Hampshire and that is the one 
held by the town. But I called them cit
izen forums. In these forums we were 
there to hear directly from constitu
ents regarding the issue of health care 
reform. They spoke out. There were 
hundreds of them there in all of those 
town meetings, more than attended 
any of my citizen forums on any other 
issue. 

In addition, as I said, I have met pri
vately with numerous doctors, nurses, 
administrators of hospitals, insurance 
executives, private citizens and pa
tients, as we have all done. This is not 
something that has been unique to me. 
All of us here in the Senate have tried 
to do this because of the complexity of 
the issue. In short, I guess the fairest 
thing to say is I have heard New Hamp
shire speak to me, and with me, on this 
issue. Overwhelmingly what they are 
saying is they do not want the Govern
ment any more involved in health care 
than it is already involved now. In 
other words, less Government involve
ment. I think there is a concern, unfor
tunately, that comes through as we lis
ten to these constituents and providers 
and all of those who are in any way af
fected by this pending legislation
there is a concern that the Government 
is going to do something to me on this 
issue. I think that is coming through 
loud and clear, and it is a very valid 
concern. Rather than helping us, they 
are going to do something to me that 
may cost me my good quality health 
care. 

The national polls-which have 
changed dramatically from overwhelm
ing support for what President Clinton 
had proposed to the opposite, now
show America shares those same feel
ings as the people in New Hampshire. 

(Mr. KERREY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I do not 

think there is a great difference be
tween the States-no matter what 
State you represent-on this issue. 

I believe, based on what I have heard 
from the people I have talked with, 

that most Americans would oppose not 
only the underlying finance bill, which 
is technically on the floor, but also the 
Clinton-Mitchell-Gephardt or Clinton
Mitchell bill as we have here. 

Fifty-three percent, according to the 
polls, worries Congress will pass a plan 
that gives the Federal Government too 
much control. And that is a very valid 
concern. They are suspicious because 
Government has proven again and 
again that it is not efficient, it is not 
compassionate, it is not thrifty; there
fore, should not be trying to provide 
health care needs of people-least of all 
health care. 

If a mistake is made by a Govern
ment official in perhaps the adminis
tration of the IRS or some other pro
gram, or the Post Office is late deliver
ing the mail, it is a problem, maybe, 
but it is a minor problem compared to 
some slipup in the treatment of your 
health. 

I think of the thousands of times-we 
all have done it-I tried to do an esti
mate, but it is in the thousands of peo
ple that have contacted my office in 
the past 10 years in the Congress to 
seek help with the Government bu
reaucracy. Sometimes we help them, 
and sometimes we cannot. It is as sim
ple as that. It is a complex maze that 
citizens have to go through. 

I think of those huge numbers of 
cases-veterans, Social Security, im
migration-all of the things that we 
deal with. I think, OK, it is a hassle, it 
is a problem, it is a mess. We try to 
straighten it out. We go here, we go 
there and help them get straightened 
out to get them out of the country, 
back into the country, get their Social 
Security check, whatever. And they 
are important to them, but they are 
not as important as their health. 

I cannot imagine having the caseload 
of our offices increased because some
body was having problems with the 
Federal Government's involvement in 
health care and seeking our office's 
help, or any help, to try to help them 
when they have been denied access or 
some other problem which may crop 
up. 

They are worried. People are con
cerned. They are worried that they are 
going to lose their choice in their 
health care providers, they are worried 
that the quality of their health care 
will go down, they are very worried 
that their personal freedom will be di
minished, and they are worried that 
they will be denied access to heal th 
care under certain circumstances, and 
that their costs will go up. These are 
very, very legitimate concerns: Costs, 
access, personal freedom, quality. 
These are concerns, and they are legiti
mate concerns of every single .Amer
ican. 

I would also point out that this type 
of legislation we are discussing today 
is something that is going to impact 
every single American in one way or 

another. Very few people go through 
life from cradle to grave without hav
ing to meet a doctor along the way. It 
may happen, but not too often, if it 
happens at all. So somebody is going to 
be affected at some point in the chain. 
We need to understand that people are 
very concerned about that. 

So that is why this is a controversial 
issue; it is a tough debate. People with 
good intentions on both sides have 
brought it to the forefront. The debate 
has been, I think, fair and pretty spir
ited at times, but I think it is nec
essary. 

Let me talk a little bit about the 
process and what brought us here, and 
then get into the substance of the 
issue. 

Because it affects every man, woman, 
and child in America in one way or an
other, I am a bit concerned about how 
we have gotten here in the process. I 
mentioned the fact it was brought up 
in the campaign. Then we had the 
White House Task Force on Heal th 
Care Reform, which essentially met in 
secret, as you all know, and for the 
most part precluded many who would 
like to have been involved, from being 
involved. 

As a matter of fact it is now, prob
ably, a violation of law and will be be
fore the courts for a while to see how 
that will be resolved as to whether or 
not any laws were violated. Then after 
that, the so-called Clinton bill gets 
knocked around for almost a year, tak
ing a downward spiral in the polls be
cause of the debate that ensued. Then 
we have a meeting. Some decision is 
made by some in the Government-not 
on our side of the aisle from what I 
have been able to understand-that 
this bill, the Clinton bill, cannot make 
it, is not what the American people 
want. It is obvious. So there is a secret 
meeting or some type of meeting at the 
White House between the President and 
the majority leaders in the House and 
Senate, and then the decision is made 
to present two bills to the Congress: 
One the so-called Gephardt bill and one 
the so-called Mitchell bill. 

I will just say, and I know there has 
been a lot of debate on this and I am 
not going to go into it to any degree, 
but this is a big bill. There are a lot of 
big bills that come through here, as 
Senator MITCHELL said the other day, 
and he is right. Do we get a chance to 
read them all? No. This is a bill with a 
huge impact on the American people. I 
might tell you, I started going through 
this thing. This is not a Tom Clancy 
novel we are talking about here, and it 
certainly is not John Grisham either. 

This is tough reading. You need to 
have the television off and the music 
off and the kids in bed when you start 
reading this baby because this is really 
complex stuff. It takes a lot of time 
and it takes a lot of focus. It is 1,400 
pages. 
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I just feel that when we talk about 

immediately moving to the bill, talk
ing about threatening all-night ses
sions if we do not get amendments of
fered, if we do not do this, do not do 
that. 

To the President's credit, his bill was 
debated for a year or longer out there. 
We knew pretty much what was com
ing down. Then suddenly the doors 
close, the President's bill is declared 
dead and out comes this one, out comes 
this thing. We now are told if we do not 
get to this thing and get it voted on 
shortly, we are going to stay in session 
all night until we do it. Then there was 
some blinking, and we wound up with 
some amendments being offered. 

I do not have a problem with amend
ments being offered, but I want to 
make sure this thing is debated fully 
and every Member of the Senate has a 
chance to read it. What disturbs me 
even more, I would like to have the op
portunity after I read it, after this de
bate, and before the vote, to go back to 
New Hampshire and talk with my con
stituents about it, because they have 
no idea what is in it. 

They had some idea what was in the 
Clinton bill. That was done in a correct 
way. That was debated. This is not the 
Clinton bill. Not exactly. There are a 
lot of Clinton provisions in it. We do 
not know exactly what this bill is, nor 
do we know what the impact of it is. 

I think the people all over the coun
try-not just New Hampshire-ought to 
know what is in it. The only way that 
is going to happen is if we have the op
portunity to go back and speak with 
them, after having read it and learned 
what is in it. 

So we are now going to move to this 
bill, which we have done, with the 
threat of all-night sessions. So here we 
are. It is clear the push for health re
form now has acquired a life of its own. 
It is no longer just a simple piece of 
legislation. It is breathing on its own. 

Robert Samuelson pointed out in a 
Washington Post column last week 
that the Democrats are much more in
terested in putting together a bill that 
can pass for political reasons than 
doing what is right for our country. I 
do not know that I would totally sub
scribe to that, but I do think that the 
point is that what is politically expedi
ent is not always necessarily what is 
right for the country. 

So, again, I hope that reason will pre
vail; that perhaps those of us who have 
had to cancel plans might have the op
portunity to get back home, talk with 
our constituents about this, come back 
here, take a few more weeks to allow 
this thing to be debated fully and make 
an intelligent decision. I am not opti
mistic that is going to happen, but I 
hope that it happens. We have to wait 
and see how that plays out. 

Let us take a look at what some of 
the concerns are on this legislation. We 
know that this bill contains employer 

mandates. We know that the majority 
of businesses in this country, espe
cially the small businesses, are opposed 
to that; that it is a problem. Whether 
you are talking about Clinton or Gep
hardt or Mitchell, they all have the 
employer mandates in one form or an
other. 
· The bill introduces a Government
chosen standardized benefits package. 
That is another provision. The Mitchell 
bill allows a commission to set the 
package with certain guidelines, so 
Americans will never know, really, 
until after the law is passed what is in 
there. This is another situation where 
we have not dealt forthrightly with the 
issue up front. We have just created a 
commission, and this commission now 
is going to establish some guidelines. 
So we are not going to know what is 
covered and is not covered until after 
the bill becomes law. That is not a 
good way to legislate. 

The Mitchell bill does pave the way 
for direct Federal control of health 
care. There is no question about that. 
Any reasonable look at this is obvious. 
The Federal Government, under Mitch
ell, establishes an exclusive alliance 
for certain workers in areas where 
States do not create their own alli
ances and rules governing this system 
would be drawn up in Washington. 

Washington. Why is it always Wash
ington? The Mitchell bill introduces 
price or spending controls. It gives 
vague powers to a new national health 
care coverage and cost commission, 
which is going to recommend ways to 
hold down costs and require Congress 
to vote on its recommendations in an 
expedited up-and-down process. And 
then the bill claims a fail-safe provi
sion to prevent any increase in the def
icit. But if the bill's sequester mecha
nisms actually were invoked, according 
to CBO it could make previously eligi
ble people ineligible for subsidies and 
would reduce the extent of health cov
erage. 

Some problems. The bill is going to 
discourage self-insurance. No question 
about it. And the bill will create a huge 
new bureaucracy and place unfunded 
mandates on the States. 

When we are courted, and we all are, 
on our votes, whether or not it is by 
the majority leadership--for the most 
part it would be the majority leader
ship courting votes, and not too many 
of us are getting courted on our side, 
although some are-there are claims 
being made that this is not the Clinton 
bill; this is something different. But do 
not be fooled by that because it is es
sentially the same. Supporters of the 
Clinton plan are trying desperately to 
gain votes for bills which in isolation 
and by careful reformulation have 
problems obtaining access to health 
services and need community health 
centers and other safety net programs. 
So there is a problem. 

Now, this standard benefits package 
is a real problem. By adopting a com-

prehensive standardized benefits pack
age approach rather than trying to as
sure that all Americans can obtain at 
least a basic catastrophic plan, this bill 
has chosen to ignore the fact that mil
lions of Americans, millions of Ameri
cans, most notably the younger and 
the healthier ones, may not want and 
possibly cannot even afford such a 
"standardized" generous package. And 
those who need service not included in 
the standardized benefit package would 
have to buy the service out of their 
own pockets or buy supplemental cov
erage without any tax relief. Ameri
cans should be wary of a Congress or a 
commission to establish a comprehen
sive benefit system for all Americans 
especially in an era where medical 
technology is improving and making 
rapid advances. Senator DURENBERGER 
gave a very good statement on that 
point earlier in the debate. 

There is a heavy burden on States 
under the Mitchell bill. For instance, 
the Mitchell bill requires States to 
oversee and enforce the complicated 
rules governing heal th plans under the 
new system. It would also require them 
to operate a risk adjustment system 
designed to transfer billions from 
heal th plans primarily serving 
healthier families to an unusually 
higher proportion of sicker Americans. 
So States would also have to assemble 
vast amounts of insurance and health 
data, would be responsible for creating 
a network of health purchasing co
operatives. 

Here again we have essentially an un
funded mandate. Nobody really knows, 
nobody really knows how the Gephardt 
bill, the Mitchell bill or, for that mat
ter, the Clinton bill, or the conference 
bill, how it is actually going to work. 
Some say pass Mitchell, pass Gephardt, 
whatever, get it to conference, and we 
will take care of it. 

Well, you saw what happened with 
the crime bill. We passed that out of 
here, and that went to conference and 
look what happened. It is now the sub
ject of national debate. Many Members 
of Congress are getting dinner invita
tions to the White House now to be 
pressured to change their votes. This 
thing fell to pieces because what passed 
the Senate was not what turned out in 
conference. A tough crime bill became 
a weak crime bill, and now they are 
trying to put it together. 

What happens in conference, frankly, 
is a far cry from what the Founding 
Fathers thought · about democracy. 
What happens in conference, my col
leagues, is secret meetings, closed 
doors. We do not call them smoke
filled rooms anymore because not too 
many smoke cigarettes in the Senate. 
But they go into the conference and 
they close the door and nobody knows 
who put in these provisions. You can
not find out. You ask every conferee 
and nobody knows the answer. It just 
appears. 
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With all these changes, we are not 

going to know what is going to come 
out of conference. So if you are going 
to vote for Mitchell to get it into con
ference , good luck. That is the bottom 
line. 

The more the American people found 
out what the Clinton bill did to their 
health care, the less they liked it. So 
my sense is that with the best of inten
tions, a bill moves into conference and 
then it is changed dramatically from 
what passed on the floor, and I would 
say dramatically changed for the 
worst. 

So the very fact that this debate has 
inertia of its own that runs counter to 
the feeling of the vast majority of 
American's -I did not talk to every 
American. I did not talk to a majority 
of Americans, but I talked to a large 
number of citizens from New Hamp
shire, and I have talked to some from 
around the country who have called, 
and they say that anything resembling 
the Clinton bill, anything resembling 
it-and regardless of your feelings on 
the majority leader's bill, it certainly 
resembles the Clinton bill -they say 
would be disastrous for the country. 

Well, maybe they are wrong and 
maybe they are right. But they are the 
American people, and they are talking 
to us. They are talking with us. They 
are asking us to listen to them. It 
ought to at least give us a chance to 
pause, to step back and say, " Hold on. 
Wait a minute. Maybe we are going too 
fast. Let us not be concerned about 
moving too quickly." 

Remember, 85 percent of the Amer
ican people are covered by insurance, 
15 percent are not. I saw Mrs. Clinton 
last night. As Senator GRASSLEY 
talked about, those people need help, 
and we can help them. There is not a 
person in the Senate who does not want 
to help them, or in the country for that 
matter, as far as I know, who would 
not like to help those people. But why 
do we have to throw out the entire sys
tem to make unhappy 85 percent of the 
American people to help the 15? Would 
it not be better to reform gradually 
and help the 15 percent? Does that not 
make better sense?· That is what the 
American people are asking us to do. 
That is all they are asking us to do-to 
go slowly, help the 15 and leave the 85 
percent alone that are covered. That is 
what they are asking us to do. 

Now, given that fact, let me specifi
cally discuss several things about the 
Clinton-Mitchell bill that I find par
ticularly onerous and things that I 
cannot support and frankly I believe 
the majority of the American people do 
not support. 

No. 1 is the bureaucracy. And again 
this publication has been put together 
by Senator COATS and Senator GREGG. 
It is entitled "Primer to the Clinton
Mitchell Bill, New Bureaucracies, New 
Mandates and New Federal Powers.'' It 
is something that has been shown here 

on the floor, and I am not going to read 
from it other than to simply say that 
just looking at the table of contents 
would give you some indication of what 
kind of a bureaucracy we are . talking 
about here. We do not even have to 
read the book. 

But I have heard it said on the floor 
that this is not a Government bureauc
racy. Here is the table of contents. 
There are 50 new bureaucracies within 
the bill, there are 33 responsibilities for 
the national health benefits board, 
there are 25 responsibilities for the na
tional heal th care cost and coverage 
commission, there are 177 State respon
sibilities, 815 powers and duties of the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices, 83 powers and duties of the Sec
retary of Labor, and 6 powers and du
ties of the Office of Personnel Manage
ment. 

That is just the table of contents. 
You can read all about it. There will be 
more discussion on that at the appro
priate time. But with 175 new mandates 
on States, this bill creates these 50 new 
bureaucracies. These bureaucracies 
range from the very trivial-I grant 
that some are very trivial and rel
atively meaningless and harmless-
and go to the very powerful. They run 
the whole gamut. Let me pick one. 

The National Health Care Cost and 
Coverage Commission; section 10002 of 
the Clinton-Mitchell bill establishes 
that the commission shall be composed 
of seven members appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate. 

That sounds relatively innocuous; 
another commission, seven people. Big 
deal. OK. Let us quote from the bill. 
The general duties of the commission 
are to-

* * * monitor and respond to, one, trends 
in health care coverage; and, two, changes in 
per capita premiums and other indicators of 
health care inflation. 

Then, the commission will also have 
the responsibility to determine wheth
er or not mandates will be necessary to 
meet the coverage goals of the Mitchell 
bill. Then the recommendations of the 
commission would have to be consid
ered by Congress under fast-track 
rules, which means there will be no op
portunity for amendment on the floor 
of the Senate, and there will be limited 
debate. It is the fast track. 

So my question is-I do not think 
anybody here can answer it-will seven 
people be able to do this all by them
selves? What kind of people are they? 
Who are they? What is their stake in 
this? How much is this going to cost? 
Where will the commission be housed? 
Where are we going to put them? How 
many staffers does this commission 
need? How much research? How many 
dollars for research? What kind of re
search? How many computers? What do 
we need? Are we willing to invest such 
a huge amount of power to a bureau
cratic entity not accountable to the 
taxpayers? We are going to create this 

commission. Who are they going to be 
accountable to? The President appoints 
them, we confirm them, and there they 
sit, a bureaucracy growing. 

That is one bureaucracy out of the 
ones that I have cited. That is only 
one. I only picked one just as an exam
ple. 

Are we willing to invest the power to 
the other 49, including a National 
Health Care Cost and Coverage Com
mission, a National Advisory Board on 
Health Care Work Force Development, 
a National Quality Council, and a 
Health Information Advisory Commit
tee, and on and on? 

In short, and, in fact, the Clinton
Mi tchell bill will turn over the sen
sitive health care decisions of millions 
of Americans to bureaucrats, pure and 
simple. There is no other explanation 
for it. There is nothing else that you 
can say to deny it. It turns over the 
health care decisions of millions of 
Americans to bureaucrats. If those are 
efficient bureaucrats, if they do a good 
job, maybe it will not hurt you. Are 
you sure? Is there anybody out there 
who would want to take a chance when 
you watch some of the problems that 
we have seen in the Post Office, the 
IRS, the other agencies, and the EPA 
where there are problems which are 
constantly harassing towns and com
munities all over this country? Do you 
want those bureaucrats in between you 
and your doctor? Do you? If you like 
Uncle Sam, you will surely love Dr. 
Sam. 

In the process, there is the bad news. 
Americans will lose choice. They are 
going to lose quality, they are going to 
lose access. They are going to lose 
their personal freedom, and they are 
going to see their costs go up. Not ev
erybody; there will be some on the re
ceiving end whose costs will not go up 
because they do not have any costs be
cause they are receiving some type of 
entitlement from the bill. 

But those who are working and car
rying the load, it is going to happen. 
Those costs are going to go up. Clin
ton-Mitchell creates 17 new taxes. That 
is all I can find. There may be more. 
There is a 25-percent tax on plans to 
exceed the Government-set spending 
limit; 1. 75 spending tax on all of the 
health plans. It is another tax. And 
there is a 45-cents-a-pack increase on 
the cigarette tax. 

Then we have the Clinton-Mitchell 
community rating, which would raise 
rates on young Americans, which is, in 
effect, a hidden tax that forces the 
young to subsidize coverage for older 
Americans. It forces them to do it. 
They do not do it voluntarily here. 

I have heard it said on the floor that 
this bill is a voluntary bill. Come on. 
There is nothing voluntary about this. 
It forces the young to subsidize the 
coverage for older Americans. Commu
nity rating is going to force insurance 
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companies to charge all of their cus
tomers, everybody, the same rate, re
gardless of their age. This means that 
older Americans will pay less for their 
coverage at the expense of younger 
Americans who lose care by compari
son. It is not light. It is a bad plan. It 
does not work. It will not work. 

How are you going to enforce it? Are 
you going to fine some 25-year-old 
young guy who says, "I am going to 
buy a Porsche. I am going to have fun. 
I am not going to get insurance. I am 
going off and do my thing." What are 
you going to do, chase him down with 
another Porsche, and, say, "You are 
going to pay some dollars in fines be
cause you do not have health insur-

. ance"? Will you do that because he 
does not want to buy a plan that sub
sidizes somebody else who is 85 years 
old? Is that American? How are you 
going to do that? Are you going to have 
a bunch of bureaucrats chasing these 
people down? 

I cannot imagine what this America 
is going to be like under this thing. 
Neither can the American people, and 
that is why they are opposed to it. 

In addition, the issue of entitle
ments. Clinton-Mitchell creates, 
through new entitlement programs, 
subsidies covering those with incomes 
up to 300 percent of poverty, or $44,000-
plus for a family of four. So, if you are 
a family of four making $44,000 rough
ly, you get a subsidy. That sounds 
great. Boy, that will pull in the votes, 
will it not? Because there are a lot of 
people out there in that category. So, 
if I can get something from the Gov
ernment and I am making up to $44,000, 
I can vote for the plan. That is basi
cally the rationale. 

The American people are smarter 
than that. They can see through that. 

There is prescription drug coverage 
for older Americans. It sounds great. 
Every drug is paid for. Who is going to 
pay for that? Who do you think is 
going to pay for that? Is it growing on 
trees? That is what we seem to think 
around here. We can pluck if off the 
trees like an apple. It is just Govern
ment money. Just send it down there, 
and everybody gets a free prescription. 
It ·does not cost anybody anything. 
Just ask them. 

That will cost the taxpayers, for 
long-term care, prescription drugs, and 
subsidies, about Sl 72 billion. That is 
with a "b." Add that onto your na
tional debt, which is about S4.5 trillion 
now. Just keep adding it on. 

The Senator who is occupying the 
chair right now is working on an enti
tlement commission for entitlement 
reform. I have thousands of postcards 
about him. I am depending on him, I 
might say, to do the job and to make a 
recommendation. 

Here we are again with three new en
titlements in this bill alone. At least 
100 million people out of 260 million are 
going to receive some form of subsidy 

from the Government in this health 
-care bill, the Mitchell bill, 40 percent. 
We are talking about entitlement re
form because it is driving our country 
to economic ruin. And we are going to 
create this thing? Forty percent of 
Americans are going to have to deal di
rectly with the Government when it is 
paying their health care. I hope they 
like it. I hope they like it. I hope they 
like their doctor. I hope they like 
wherever they are sent for that care. I 
hope they like the paperwork. I hope 
there is no objection to any of that, es
pecially when you are sick, because 
you get what they give you. That is it. 
You cannot complain. 

At a time when we recognize again 
that entitlements-and we have to rec
ognize it, we know it, and every Mem
ber knows-are sucking the country 
dry; 50-plus percent of the budget of 
America is entitlements, and 16 per
cent is interest on the national debt. 
There is not much left for anything 
else. 

What are we going to do about it?
adding three or four more entitle
ments, and adding billions of dollars, 
tens of billions, perhaps hundreds of 
billions of dollars more in Government 
spending in entitlements because it is 
all free. It is free. Just pick it off the 

· trees, and send it down to somebody 
down there who will have their hands 
out eagerly waiting for some benefit. 

We hear a lot of talk about special 
interests around here. The only people 
that do not have a special interest 
around here are the taxpayers. There is 
no taxpayer that gets a chance to tes
tify before committees around here. It 
is always some other special interest. 
It would be nice to just pull a taxpayer 
off the street, and say, "Hey, Mr. 
Brown, would you like to testify today 
since you pay all of these bills?" That 
would be nice. That would be refresh
ing. But I have not seen it happen. 

The obligations of these entitlements 
are going to be borne by our children. 
That is who is going to pay for this, if 
they can. I doubt that they can. Who 
do you think is going to pay for all of 
this debt that we keep piling and piling 
on? Who is going to pay for it? It is so 
sad and so irresponsible and so un
American to pass our debt on to our 
children. 

As a father, I like to think that 
maybe, if I have anything left, when I 
die, if Uncle Sam has not gotten it all, 
I would like to say I would like to 
leave something of my assets to my 
children, not my debts. Not my debts, I 
would just as soon pay the mortgage 
off and leave my kids the house. They 
will fight over it, but I would rather 
leave it to them debt free. 

That is not what we are doing here in 
the United States of America. We have 
run the debt now to $4.7 trillion, and it 
is rising. Every time we pass another 
entitlement, we raise it a little more. 
The entitlements and the interest are 

squeezing everything else down to this 
very thin little sliver of pie-about 30 
percent it is now-and it is getting 
squeezed further and further every day. 
What is in that sliver of 30 percent? 
That is, you add the interest and enti
tlements and get approximately 70 per
cent. What is left in the 30 percent? 
What is it? Environment, education, 
national defense. And it is not getting 
any better. It is getting smaller and 
smaller. 

How far do you want to squeeze? Do 
you want to bring it down to 1 percent? 
Do you want to increase interest to 90 
percent? Where do you stop? If we do 
not stop, we are going to bring this 
country to its knees economically, and 
then no body will get any heal th care-
nobody-because there will not be any 
money left for anybody for heal th care, 
for national defense, for environment, 
for education, or anything. We will be 
broke, and our creditors will be in here 
picking up the pieces. 

If that is what we want, that is what 
we are doing. We are creating a mas
sive entitlement program, a massive 
new Government involvement in our 
lives. We are creating it here on the 
floor of the Senate if we vote for this 
bill. It will come back to haunt us for 
years and decades to come, I guarantee 
you. 

I am willing to let my word stand on 
the record right now and say that this 
will come back to haunt us. It will 
haunt us in less quality. It will haunt 
us in larger expenses. It will haunt us 
with more debt. It will haunt us with 
rationing, and on and on and on. It 
will. A lot of people in here know it. 

Samuelson, today, in the Washington 
Post had another very interesting arti
cle. But before going to that, I would 
like to read from a letter sent to me by 
a constituent regarding entitlements. I 
will not read the entire letter, but it is 
a sample of the hundreds of letters and 
phone calls I get. And I think the 
American people ought to be heard. I 
will not name the writers, but I think 
in concept they should be heard: 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: 
I am writing to you to express my great 

fear that Congress will pass a health reform 
law that will harm our children. What I see 
at play in Washington is a desperate need by 
a group of elected officials to pass a law 
that, good or bad, they can claim shows they 
are so hard at work. The proposals that are 
on the table ignore the fiduciary responsibil
ity we have as adults to the next generation. 
We will break our children's backs with new 
obligations. We cannot even meet our cur
rent obligations without borrowing from the 
rest of the world. The Clinton plan, the 
Mitchell plan, and the Gephardt plan are bo
nanzas to our industry. 

He is a hospital CEO. 
I suppose I could be crucified by my col

leagues for writing you this, but the reason 
we have given so much support to health re
form is partly because it will flood our cof
fers with new money. The health cost con
trols the Government has tried do not work. 
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The market forces that business and man
aged care are generating are working, how
ever. For a real change in costs under Gov
ernment's direction, health care must be na
tionalized, and we are not ready for that. I 
implore you to do everything you can to 
slow this process down. 

And on and on. That is the point, and 
that is what we are hearing. What does 
Robert Samuelson say today? He is 
somewhat critical of the press in the 
sense that the press seems to have 
missed the point as to what is exactly 
happening. He points out: 

In July, the bipartisan Committee for a 
Responsible Federal Budget issued a report 
warning that all health plans could involve 
huge spending increases. "Common sense 
tells us," the report said, "that everyone 
cannot consume more health care and pay 
less." 

"Common sense tells us that every
one cannot consume more heal th care 
and pay less." 

The committee includes two former heads 
of the House Budget Committee (both Demo
crats), five former heads of the Office of 
Management and Budget (three Republicans 
and two Democrats) and the ex-head of the 
Federal Reserve. The report wasn't covered 
by The Washington Post, the New York 
Times, the Wall Street Journal or any major 
TV network news programs. 

It was not even covered. 
To go on a little more, Samuelson 

says: 
Unfortunately, the Times' coverage the 

following week ignored health costs. In mid
week, the CBO issued a report on Senate Ma
jority Leader MITCHELL'S health plan. Pre
viously, the CBO had estimated that health 
spending could increase to one-fifth of the 
Nation's income (gross domestic product) by 
2004, up from a seventh today. The Mitchell 
plan, the CBO said, would increase it slightly 
more. The Times didn't report that. 

Then he goes back to the CBO report: 
The CBO found that much of Mitchell's 

plan is probably unworkable. States couldn't 
easily determine who would be eligible for 
insurance subsidies. A tax on insurance 
would be "difficult to implement." It would 
not "be feasible to implement" Mitchell's so
called "mandate" without causing severe 
"disruptions, complications, and inequities." 

That is quoted out of the CBO report. 
Samuelson makes the point that he 
thinks that is "news" since this is the 
most significant piece of legislation to 
come before the Senate in 25 years, ac
cording to some. So he thought it 
should be covered. 

"The New York Times ignored it," 
according to Samuelson, "and The 
Washington Post brushed it off with a 
couple of paragraphs . . .. " And, "To 
their credit, the Wall Street Journal 
and Washington Times ran major sto
ries; likewise, NBC 'Nightly News' re
ported these findings." But, the major 
media treat this as a coherent plan 
without practical problems. So be it. 

So there is a paradox here. Samuel
son says: 

Many reporters seem infatuated with "re
form" even when, by personal experience, 
they ought to know better. Journalists are 
supposed to be seasoned skeptics, and most 

Washington reporters are fam111ar with Gov
ernment's defects. We have covered agencies 
captured by "special interests." We know of 
many worthy but unkept promises. We know 
that Congress evades difficult choices and, as 
a result, tends to march off in five directions 
at once. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DID THE PRESS FLUNK HEALTH CARE? 
As Congress debates health care, the press 

ought to be asking itself whether it has 
blown this story just as it blew the savings 
and loan scandal. The answer is yes, I 
think-though in different ways and for dif
ferent reasons. We have not ignored this 
story, as we initially ignored the S&L crisis. 
But our vast reportage has not made health 
care any more understandable. We have not 
clarified in our own minds or the minds of 
our readers what the debate is ultimately 
about or shown sufficient skepticism about 
whether "reform" can work as intended. 

In some ways, our problem is that health 
care is too many stories. It's about personal 
care, the economy, technology (high-tech 
medicine), ethics (who deserves expensive 
care?), styles of medicine ("fee for service" 
vs. "managed care"}-and of course, politics 
and interest groups. We have written thou
sands of column inches on all these subjects 
and in the process have overwhelmed our 
readers and obscured some of the larger is
sues. 

The most important of these is health 
spending. With good reason, this is what the 
"health crisis" was once about. Ever-higher 
spending is squeezing other government pro
grams and, through employer-paid insur
ance, take-home pay. For example, Medicare 
and Medicaid now represent 17 percent of fed
eral spending, up from 5 percent in 1970. 
President Clinton harped on high health 
costs in the 1992 campaign, and his initial 
plan did-on paper at least-deal with them. 
But the spending issue vanished as the Clin
tons focused on "universal coverage." 

The press went along; the major media 
stopped listening to concerns about spend
ing. In July, the bipartisan Committee for a 
Responsible Federal Budget issued a report 
warning that all health plans could involve 
huge spending increases. "Common sense 
tells us," the report said, "that everyone 
cannot consume more health care and pay 
less." The comm! ttee includes two former 
heads of the House Budget Committee (both 
Democrats), five former heads of the Office 
of Management and Budget (three Repub
licans and two Democrats) and the ex-head 
of the Federal Reserve. The report wasn't 
covered by The Washington Post, the New 
York Times, the Wall Street Journal or any 
major TV network news programs. 

Sometimes editors and reporters don't 
even seem to read their own papers. On Sun
day, Aug. 7, Robert Pear of the New York 
Times wrote a front-page piece saying that 
"the goal of cost control has been eclipsed by 
the furor over universal coverage." A solid 
story. Unfortunately, the Times' coverage 
the following week ignored health costs. At 
midweek, the CBO issued a report on Senate 
Majority Leader George Mitchell 's health 
plan. Previously, the CBO had estimated 
that health spending could increase to one
fifth of the nation's income (gross domestic 
product) by 2004, up from a seventh today. 
The Mitchell plan, the CBO said, would in
crease it slightly more. The Times didn't re
port that. 

Now obviously, I have a point of view. I 
think health spending matters and doubt 
that these "reforms," if enacted, would work 
as promised. But it is not necessary to share 
my views to think that these are legitimate 
issues that haven't been adequately aired in 
daily coverage. If a major "reform" is adopt
ed and do·esn't operate as advertised, people 
will ask: Where was the press? 

Good question. There have been warnings. 
Return to that CBO report. The CBO found 
that much of Mitchell's plan is probably un
workable. States couldn't easily determine 
who would be eligible for insurance sub
sidies. A tax on insurance would be "difficult 
to implement." It would not "be feasible to 
implement" Mitchell's so-called "mandate" 
without causing severe "disruptions, com
plications and inequities." 

This strikes me as "news." The New York 
Times ignored it, and The Washington Post 
brushed it off with a couple of paragraphs in 
a small story. To their credit, the Wall 
Street Journal and the Washington Times 
ran major stories; likewise, NBC "Nightly 
News" reported these findings. But in gen
eral, the major media tend to treat each of 
these health proposals as a coherent plan 
without practical problems. This makes the 
story a neat combat between "reformers" 
(implicitly good) and opponents (implicitly 
bad). 

There is a paradox here. Many reporters 
seem infatuated with "reform" even when, 
by personal experience, they ought to know 
better. Journalists are supposed to be sea
soned skeptics, and most Washington report
ers are familiar with government's defects. 
We have covered agencies captured by "spe
cial interests." We know of many worthy but 
unkept promises. We know that Congress 
evades difficult (a k a, unpopular) choices 
and, as a result, tends to march off in five di
rections at once. Yet the skepticism that 
this ought to breed withers in the face of an 
appealing "reform." 

What also has been missed is the basic po
litical nature of this debate. Once govern
ment decrees what insurance must cover (by 
creating a standard insurance "benefits 
package"), it has effectively nationalized in
surance. The obvious way of doing this would 
be a single-payer system that taxes people 
and provides government insurance. But that 
looks too much like a government takeover. 
The use of "mandates" and regulation dis
guises this and seems to have fooled many 
reporters. Hundreds of billions of dollars of 
spending would still come under federal con
trol. 

By now it's clear that the public is deeply 
puzzled by the whole debate. The responsibil
ity for this falls mainly on our political lead
ers, President Clinton and his critics have 
not been candid. They won't acknowledge 
that the goals that most Americans share
better insurance coverage, personal freedom 
in medical choices and cost control-are, to 
some extent, in conflict with each other. In 
this sense, there can be no ideal reform; 
somehow, incompatible goals will have to be 
balanced. 

But the conflicts will not vanish just be
cause Democrats and Republicans refuse to 
discuss them. The press's job is to bring can
dor and clarity to issues where political lead
ers haven't shown much of either. We don't 
make society's choices, but we can illu
minate what those choices are. On health 
care, we haven't. 

Mr. SMITH. In conclusion, Samuel
son says: 

What also has been missed is the basic po
litical nature of this debate. Once Govern
ment decrees what insurance must cover (by 
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creating a standard insurance "benefits 
package"), it has effectively nationalized in
surance. 

That is absolutely right. You can say 
it is not a Government-run system if 
you want to, but, in effect, you have 
nationalized the whole insurance situa
tion when Government decrees what 
insurance must cover by creating a 
standard benefits package. 

The obvious way of doing this would be a 
single-payer system that taxes people and 
provides government insurance. But that 
looks too much like a government takeover. 

So we use the words "mandate" and 
"regulation," and this seems to dis
guise, basically, the issue of Federal 
control or takeover. 

So it is clear that the public is deeply 
puzzled by the whole debate. 

The responsibility for this falls main
ly on your political leaders. "President 
Clinton and his critics have not been 
candid," Samuelson said. "They won't 
acknowledge that the goals that most 
Americans share-better insurance 
coverage, personal freedom in medical 
choices and cost control-are, to some 
extent, in conflict with each other. In 
this sense, there can be no ideal re
form; somehow incompatible goals will 
have to be balanced.'' 

Mr. Samuelson has gone right to the 
heart of the whole issue. He hit it right 
on the head, 100 percent accurate. 

I urge my colleagues to take a look 
at that article. 

Let us look at the benefits under 
Clinton-Mitchell. The Clinton-Mitchell 
bill will create a one-size-fits-all stand
ardized benefits package and make 
most existing plans totally illegal. The 
plan that you have will be illegal in 
most cases. If you have a plan out 
there now, you like it, you have good 
coverage, forget it. Hopefully, it will be 
as satisfactory as the Government plan 
because you are going to lose it. So if 
you like what you have, you may want 
to let your Senators know how you feel 
before the vote because this bill is 
going to radically, radically diminish 
consumer choice. 

We include in this so-called standard 
benefit package abortion coverage. I 
am not going to get into the abortion 
debate today. But a lot of the Amer
ican people do not want abortion in the 
health care bill. It is stretching it a bit 
to call abortion health care. 

In June 1994 a Gallup poll found 59 
percent of Americans are against in
cluding abortion in the Federal health 
care benefits package. Again, this goes 
to the heart of choice-freedom. Is that 
not what America is all about? Is that 
not what for 200 years people have died 
for? 

Think about this. A Catholic church 
cannot provide a heal th care plan for 
its parishes or its employees if it so 
chooses without having abortion in the 
package. 

That is exactly what is going to hap
pen under this bill. That just is not 
right, pure and simple. It is wrong. 

You can bet that we will be down 
here in the future-we have already 
done it once-voting under fast-track 
rules to add more services. We just did 
it yesterday with the Dodd amend
ment, and tomorrow it will be the 
chiropractors or someone else. There is 
always going to be someone trying to 
get in here saying, "I have been left 
out. I want to get in here." 

So what we are doing is the same 
thing we did with Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid, and all of it. It is 
just like taking a balloon and blowing 
it up. It is going to get bigger and big
ger and bigger until it bursts. 

It all sounds good. Get the kids cov
ered. Get pregnant women covered. Get 
all these people covered, get everybody 
covered, because we cannot resist it. 
Congress could · not resist yesterday. 
The Senate passed the Dodd amend
ment. So already we have found the 
first amendment mandating insurance 
companies cover specific services for 
pregnant women and children passes, 
whatever it was, 58 to 42, something 
like that. 

There will be more. They are going to 
be coming. Believe me. That is just the 
beginning, and the Senate will find it 
very difficult, as it did yesterday, to 
vote against them, because these are 
services for the people who need them. 
Of course, there are people who need. 
But is this best way to help those peo
ple by breaking the United States of 
America with a huge entitlement that 
has no end, that according to Samuel
son, and many others, is going to go 
from one-seventh to one-fifth of the 
economy? Is that what we want? 

How can you vote against kids? I 
heard that yesterday. How can you 
vote against pregnant women? I heard 
that yesterday. How can you vote 
against immunizations? 

How can you bankrupt the future of 
our country for all the children in all 
the future, who are going to have to 
pay for all of this? How can you do 
that? 

I did not hear that stated by the sup
porters of that yesterday. We will be 
back here again and again and again 
and again, not just in this debate. We 
will be here for a while. Lord knows 
how long everybody has given up vaca
tions? Anyway what difference does it 
make? We will be here as long as it 
takes until there is some blink and we 
decide to wrap it up and go home and 
come back. After that, after this thing 
passes, that is just the beginning. Wait 
until we try to implement this little 
guy. This is going to be really some
thing. When we start implementing 
this thing and we find out what we 
have to do and how much it is going to 
cost, then we are going to be back here. 
We are going to be back here quite a 
few times, believe me. 

Let me tell you what is going to hap
pen. Either premiums are going to go 
up or care is going to be rationed be-

cause we cannot promise the American 
people more care for less money. You 
cannot do it. You cannot bring every
body into the system, into the pack
age, into the care, and do it for less 
money. It is impossible. Common sense 
will tell you that. 

If you do it, you are going to de
crease quality, or you are going to ra
tion it. Sure, you can put a cap on it. 
You can cap costs, and you can bring 
the quality down. You can cause ra
tioning. And that is exactly what is 
going to happen. The American people 
better understand what this Senate 
and what this Congress is going to do 
to you and to your health care today 
and your children tomorrow if this 
thing passes. 

They are going to be forced to obtain 
benefits that they do not need in the 
standard plan, and they are going to be 
forced to take benefits that they do not 
want. 

Let us go to employer mandates. Mil
lions of middle-class Americans, the 
very people that the President ran to 
help, millions of them are going to find 
their salaries cut, their benefits cut, 
and if they are not, most without a 
doubt in many cases will have their 
jobs lost. That is what is going to hap
pen to middle-class America, because 
who do you think is going to pay for 
this? The poor do not pay for this. 
They are on the receiving end. They 
are not paying. The rich-do you think 
the rich are going to pay for it? Come 
on. Middle-class America is going to 
pay for it. That is who is going to pay 
for it. That is where all the dollars are. 
Only 1 percent of the people in America 
are rich. Look, the poor get the money. 
So who else is left? It is the middle 
class. That is who is going to pay for it. 
Do not be fooled by the debate how it 
is going to help the middle class. Come 
on. 

As to employer mandates, in my 
State alone in New Hampshire, accord
ing to estimates it is liable to cost any
where between 4,800 and 4,900 jobs. That 
is a lot of jobs in a State with a million 
people that has been hit hard in the 
past years. Over 100,000 New Hampshire 
workers face reduced wages or benefits 
if they did not lose the jobs. That is ba
sically a decision the employer is going 
to have to make. Do I reduce the bene
fits, reduce the wages, or cut some jobs 
and leave the wages and benefits for 
the survivors as is. 

I have two letters I would like to 
read that would make that point. I 
think they make it better than I do. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: I am writing at this 
time regarding the ongoing battle over 
health care reform. As a small business 
owner, I was appalled by the recent remarks 
made by Hillary Clinton with regard to free 
loading small businesses. While it is under
stood that neither Mrs. Clinton nor the 
President has ever had to run a business, it 
seems hypocritical of them to ignore the 
very real concerns of small business owners 
who have risked everything to build a busi
ness. Employer mandates will cripple many 
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small businesses by adding a constantly es
calating non-voluntary expense to oper
ations. In addition, much time and expense 
will be lost to paperwork, regulatory compli
ance and administration. I fear the present 
administration has little regard for those of 
us who have already carried an excessive 
share of the tax burden. 

Another letter: 
DEAR SENATOR SMITH: Normally, I am not 

one who gets involved in the political proc
ess. However, since you . will soon be voting 
on several different bills involving the re
form of the health care industry, I feel it is 
necessary for my Representatives and Sen
ators to know my opinion about the likely 
impact on small business If some of these 
bills passed. I am classified as smali busi
ness. At present I employ eight people in 
various roles from administrative to tech
nical design work. I am proud of the fact 
that I have been in business since 1988, and I 
have always tried to keep layoffs to a mini
mum even when it was not in the best inter
est of the company. For 5 of the 6 years I 
have been in the business, I provided com
pany paid life insurance and made heal th in
surance available to my employees with the 
company paying 50 percent of the premiums. 
I am currently in the process of adding dis
ability insurance in a benefits package. You 
see health insurance and welfare of my em
ployees is not something I consider lightly. 
However, I am concerned about the ramifica
tions of instituting mandatory health insur
ance. Small companies with under 25 em
ployees should not be forced to implement an 
insurance package for their employees. The 
end result will be increased company ex
penses by way of premiums and taxes which 
will yield an increase in layoffs, business 
failures, and decreased wages which in turn 
result in overall lower standard of living for 
all. 

New Hampshire under these man
dates of this bill will lose approxi
mately a half a billion dollars in per
sonal income, almost $1,500 for a family 
of four. The State of New Hampshire 
would lose over $60 million in much 
needed tax revenue. Clinton-Mitchell 
would ban self-insurance for companies 
with under 500 employees, and this will 
mean that 18 million middle-class 
Americans will suddenly find them
selves without insurance and end ar
rangements that save some firms thou
sands of dollars in premiums. 

Is that really what it intended? Of 
course it did not. It is not the intent of 
the majority leader to have people 
without insurance. The intention is to 
have them covered by insurance. But 
what is going to happen is suddenly 18 
million middle-class Americans-I em
phasis middle-class Americans-will 
suddenly find themselves without in
surance. 

There are 32,254 businesses, as best 
that I can count, in my State. Of these, 
32,186, or 99 percent, have under 500 
workers. Several of these are currently 
self-insured, with great success, I 
might add, that would no longer be 
able to do so. 

Again, a brief comment from a letter 
I received from a C<?nstituent: 

Our company provides insurance for its 
employees through a self-insurance plan. We 

are concerned that self-funding may no 
longer be an option for small businesses like 
ours if a 100-employee cap, or any cap, is im
posed. By eliminating self-funding and in
creasing cost of health care, lt ls possible 
that many jobs will be lost. The same is like
ly if employee caps are imposed, which 
would also raise costs and jeopardize em
ployee coverage. 

He basically goes on to say small em
ployers should not be penalized. 

Mr. President, there are alternatives 
to this. We should not stand here on 
the floor and be totally critical of the 
majority leader's bill. He wrote the bill 
and brought it up in good faith, and we 
have to criticize it, if we are going to, 
in a responsible manner and have some 
alternatives. 

I think those of us on our side of the 
aisle and many on the other side of the 
aisle are united in their support for ac
tions that would help millions of Amer
icans right now, today. You can do it 
without throwing out the best health 
care system in the world. You can do it 
by prohibiting insurance companies 
from dropping individuals due to sick
ness. You can do it by dealing with pre
existing conditions. 

If someone in my home area, the 
Lakes region of New Hampshire, in 
Wolfeboro, for example, has a daughter 
with cancer, that person should be able 
to get insurance at a reasonable rate. 
That insurance should not be canceled 
if that person moves to another job be
cause his or her daughter or their 
daughter has cancer. We can stop that 
and that is what we should do. You do 
not have to throw out the entire health 
care system in America to do that. 

Portability. If a person in Nashua; 
NH, wants to switch their job and move 
someplace else, they take their policy 
with them, just like you take your 
auto policy or your life insurance pol
icy. You can extend help to the work
ing poor through vouchers, which both 
bills provide for. 

And perhaps, most importantly, and 
missing from the Mitchell bill-and 
this is something I feel passionately 
about; it is so important, and it is to
tally ignored by the Mitchell bill-and 
that is the establishment of a medical 
IRA, an IRA account; or, another way 
to say it, a medical savings account. It 
is one of the best ideas that has been 
brought forth in any of the debate, and 
it is totally ignored in the Mitchell 
bill-not a word. 

The medical savings account would 
do more to help contain medical costs 
in our country than anything in the 
Clinton-Mitchell bill, anything at all, 
and would do so by relying on the mar
ket rather than Government bureauc
racy. 

People with medical savings ac
counts could purchase high deductible 
coverage to guard against catastrophic 
costs and they would pay for those out
of-pocket costs in the account that 
they set up. Most heal th care expenses 
would, therefore, be paid by the indi-

vidual who set up the account, rather 
than a third party. 

Let us get into that a little bit fur
ther. I believe that the main reason our 
current system fails to rein in runaway 
health spending is that it removes the 
consumer from the decisionmaking 
process. 

When the tab for health care is 
picked up by somebody else, not you, a 
third party, either employers or the 
Government, for the great majority of 
Americans, the consumer has no incen
tive, none whatsoever, to keep his or 
her own health costs in check. 

For most Americans, there is no fi
nancial reward for staying heal thy. 
What is the reward? What is the reward 
for staying healthy? What is the re
ward for seeking preventive care? What 
is the reward for shopping around for 
the best available price? None. And 
under the Clinton-Mitchell bill, abso
lutely none. 

To put this in perspective, let us 
compare heal th insurance just for the 
sake of debate-and we will probably 
hear some of my adversaries in the 
media say, "Now, Smith says auto in
surance and health insurance are the 
same thing." Lest there be some temp
tation to do that, I will say up front, 
they are not, and I recognize that 
health insurance is more important to 
our well-being than auto insurance. 

But I use the comparison for this rea
son. If I drive recklessly, get several 
speeding tickets, and cause an acci
dent, my irresponsible behavior will be 
greeted with a higher premium. That is 
what is going to happen, and rightfully 
so. It is to my financial advantage to 
drive carefully, drive safely, avoid 
speeding, wear my seatbelt, whatever. 

But if somebody else were paying for 
my auto insurance, I might not have 
the same incentive. What is my incen
tive? My insurance is not going to go 
up. If somebody else pays, I could care 
less if it goes up. I am not paying for 
it. 

It is the same thing in health care. 
With another party bearing the respon
sibility for any costs, individuals have 
no incentive to keep themselves from 
incurring expensive health care bills. 
That is what medical savings accounts 
are all about. And they are totally ig
nored in this bill. Responsibility. Is 
that not what America is all about, re
sponsibility? 

Think back to the Founding Fathers 
and what they did when they founded 
this great country, and the numbers of 
people who were wounded and died in 
200 years of war. Responsibility. Why 
cannot we take on some responsibility 
for our own well-being if we have the 
capability to do it? 

And for those who say, "Yeah, but 
there are those who do not," I am will
ing to help those 15 percent. I am talk
ing about the 85 percent right now. 

It places the responsibility for health 
care costs where it should be-on you, 
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on the consumer. With a medical sav
ings account, the consumer, not a third 
party, will have to make decisions that 
will have a direct financial impact on 
themselves. 

If you want to drive a Porsche, you 
want to go out every night and drink, 
you want to spend your money, go 
ahead. If you want to buy a health pre
mium, you want to buy an insurance 
policy, set yourself up a medical IRA 
and say, "I'm going to assume respon
sibility for me. I'm responsible for me. 
Not the Government, not my neighbor, 
me. I'm responsible." 

Exercise some responsibility. Set up 
the medical IRA account. And then 
lead a healthy lifestyle, and you will 
save money, big time. If you lead a 
healthy lifestyle and you seek routine 
preventive care, you will be rewarde.d 
with accruing balances in your medical 
IRA. 

Now, sure, something can happen. 
That is why you have an insurance pol
icy. That is why you buy the policy, to 
protect yourself from injury or acci
dent. However, you will accrue bal
ances in that IRA if you take preven
tive care and you will have enough in 
there to pay for your insurance and 
still have money left over. Let it ac
crue, and this will defray future medi
cal costs and even allow you to buy a 
catastrophic policy at some point when 
you are ready. You are holding down 
your personal health costs; individuals 
will help our country hold down our 
overall health costs. We will all do it as 
individuals. 

Not a word, not a mention of medical 
savings accounts in this plan. This is 
too American. I guess it makes too 
much sense. It is common sense. God 
forbid, we could do anything that 
makes sense around here in Washing
'ton inside the beltway. 

And, in addition, and in conclusion 
on medical IRA's, medical savings ac
counts will also unleash the market 
forces onto the health care delivery 
system; unleash, and that is exactly 
what we need to do, unleash the mar
ket forces on the health care system. 
Today's system encourages providers 
to bill for as many services as possible. 
With millions of individual consumers 
shopping around for quality care at low 
prices, providers are going to have to 
find ways to cut overhead costs and 
provide care in an efficient manner. 
That is the market. 

And these adjustments in the mar
ketplace could be made today as we 
speak, and they would help millions of 
Americans to obtain less expensive 
health care insurance. 

In closing, we have heard many sto
ries, many horror stories, about those 
who are not covered, about our current 
system and how tragic it is that 37 mil
lion Americans lack health insurance. 
And there are some horrible cases. 
There is not a person in the Senate or 
in the Congress that does not want to 

help those people, including this Sen
ator. And we can. 

There is a right way and a wrong way 
to do that. It is wrong that people are 
suffering because they cannot get cov
erage. But who are these 37 million 
people? They are people, sometimes, 
who are between jobs. They lost their 
job, they move to another job, their in
surance gets canceled so they need 
portable insurance. We do that. They 
are people who have a preexisting con
dition, either themselves or someone in 
their family has perhaps a terminal ill
ness, something that involves a lot of 
medical costs, they lose their job and 
the next provider says, "I am sorry, 
that is a preexisting condition. It 
would cost us too much and we are not 
going to insure you." That is going to 
need to be changed. And we do that in 
our bill. That is a large group of that 37 
million. 

We can take care of these cases 
through providing insurance market 
reforms and providing assistance to the 
working poor. But for some reason-I 
do not know what the reason is; I am 
not going to make any allegations 
about political reasons-but for some 
reason we are concentrating on dis
rupting the entire health care system 
which 85 percent of the American peo
ple are happy about for the sake of 15 
percent. Why not just help the 15 per
cent when you can do it without dis
rupting the other 85 percent? It is 
going to be a grave mistake if we do 
this. We are going to regret the deci
sion made in 1994 on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate, because we have the finest 
health care delivery system in the 
world. We know it because people come 
from all over the world to receive it. 
Doctors come from all over the world 
to learn medicine, to practice medi
cine. Everybody knows it. If you are 
sick, if you have a problem, where do 
you want to go? Guatemala? Mexico? 
Russia? Canada? Or the United States 
of America? 

Let us take advantage of the quality 
and the innovation and the creativity 
of the best physicians and health care 
providers in the world. Let us take ad
vantage of it. Let us not throw it out. 

So now we stand, as I speak, at a fork 
in the road-and it is a fork in the 
road. We can go to the left, as the Sen
ate considers a massive restructuring 
of one-seventh of the economy, which 
will probably make it one-fifth Govern
ment involved. We can take that path 
toward a health care system controlled 
by an inefficient, uncompassionate, ex
pensive government bureaucracy. We . 
can take that path. That is one choice 
we have. Or we can go this way, to the 
right, which will lead us to a more effi
cient marketplace that can meet the 
needs of all Americans. The left fork 
gives us bureaucracy, more taxes, job
killing mandates, rationed care, dimin
ished quality. The right fork will help 
those who are truly needy while pre-

serving the world's best health care for 
everyone. Access, low cost, personal 
freedom, quality, choice. That is what 
we get when we go to the right. Bu
reaucracy, mandates, less personal 
freedom, more controls, less quality, 
less choice-to the left. 

What is the decision? 
Let me read just a couple of lines 

from two more letters. 
DEAR SENATOR SMITH, I am writing to you 

to advise in my opinion that health care as 
presently espoused by Washington will not 
work. We all would cherish an umbrella of 
universal care, but at a reasonable cost and 
especially at a cost which is no greater than 
we presently pay. This means no additional 
taxes. Unfortunately, the record suggests 
programs managed by the Government are 
many times barely effective or efficient. 

Then he cites a couple of examples 
and goes on to say: 

The warmth and general concern for our 
well-being are not well known as priority at
tributes In our Federal employees, IRS, FBI, 
et cetera. To have a government manage 
anything as important as health care ls ludi
crous. And to be bullled into this legislation 
ls akin to lemmings heading with a blind eye 
for the cliff. 

The first step, It seems to me, would be to 
analyze the problem of .health care. The 
major problem is not the quality of health 
care. We have the best In the world. The 
problem is associated costs which are and 
have been out of control. 

The last letter: 
SENATOR SMITH, I am writing about my 

concern on the current health care proposal 
now in Congress. Improvements In health 
care are needed and desirable but I feel many 
of the plans Include restrictions and man
dates that are contrary to a good health care 
system and a free enterprise system that has 
made our country so successful and great. 

I take the time to read these letters 
because these are the American people 
who are going to be impacted and af
fected by the decision that we make, 
sitting here inside the beltway, with
out talking with them, without having 
the opportunity to go out and speak 
with them. We are here making this de
cision that impacts them. They ought 
to be heard on the floor of the Senate. 
That is why I am taking the time. 

Restrictions that would prevent you from 
choosing your choice of doctors is a horrible 
thought. Before I go to a doctor I check his 
dossier and I talk to people that know him. 
Let's face It, all doctors are not equal. Some 
are better than others. Not all ailments or 
illnesses flt Into a standard mold. A doctor 
has to have a keen analytical or diagnostic 
ablllty to accurately Identify, In a timely 
way, what ls alllng a patient and what medi
cation or treatment is best for that patient. 
It ls not uncommon to change doctors when 
his or her prognosis does not render relief, or 
to get a second opinion before a serious med
ical or surgery procedure. Some doctors are 
more skilled than others and you want the 
doctor with the best track record and the 
one you can get along with. 

These people are concerned. They are 
concerned. Let me put it even strong
er-they are scared. They fear. 

I am going to close with a quote from 
a gentleman who came to one of my 10 
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county meetings. We talked about 
health care, and he said to me, "Sen
ator, I have known you more than 20 
years. But let me tell you what bothers 
me. I am afraid of my Government. I 
am afraid of my Government. I don't 
want to be afraid of my Government. I 
want the Government to be afraid of 
me." 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

BOXER). The majority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

want to address two subjects that were 
raised by the distinguished Senator 

· from New Hampshire and several of our 
Republican colleagues with respect to 
the pending health care legislation. 
One involves the question of choice in 
health care. The other involves the role 
of Government in health care and the 
reaction of our colleagues to that. 

The statement of the Senator from 
New Hampshire was filled with ref
erences to less Government involve
ment, no Government control, and fear 
of Government by Americans. That 
has, of course, become the dominant 
theme of the statements made by our 
Republican colleagues seeking to cap
i talize on a public sentiment of disillu
sionment with Government and even 
hostility to Government. 

I would like to make two points with 
respect to that argument as it relates 
to this debate. First, it does not de
scribe my bill. The statements are not 
correct as they relate to the bill which 
is pending before us. My bill does not 
provide for a Government-run health 
insurance system. It provides for a vol
untary system of private health insur
ance. Indeed, in a significant respect, 
my bill is the opposite of what our col
leagues are trying to portray it as. A 
large Government program is Medic
aid, a Government program which pro
vides health insurance to those Ameri
cans whose incomes are below the pov
erty line. Under my bill, that program 
would be virtually abolished and 25 
million Americans who are now in one 
of the largest Government programs 
would be out of that Government pro
gram and would purchase their health 
insurance on the private market as do 
most other Americans. 

It is simply inaccurate to character
ize legislation which would virtually 
abolish one of the largest Government 
programs in existence and encourage 
and assist the people now in that pro
gram to purchase private health insur
ance, it is simply inaccurate to de
scribe that as a Government-run pro
gram. It is not. 

I recognize that our colleagues are 
having some success in this false por
trayal. It is a pattern we have seen be
fore. But success does not mean accu
racy. We went through it just a year 
ago when we debated the President's 
economic plan, when the very same 
Senators now saying that this bill is a 
Government-run heal th insurance sys-

tern said to the American people that 
the President's economic plan would 
raise everyone's taxes and was a tax on 
small businesses. They said it over and 
over again, it was reported by the press 
and, as a result, the American people 
believed it. Polls showed overwhelming 
majorities of Americans believed that 
their income tax rates would go up as 
a result of the President's tax plan, 
even though those statements were un
true and the beliefs were unfounded. It 
was an aggressive effort at misinforma
tion which regrettably did succeed and, 
therefore, creates incentives for a simi
lar campaign of misinformation now. 

But I want to state clearly, so there 
can be no misunderstanding, the char
acterization is incorrect. My bill cre
ates a voluntary system building on 
the current system of voluntary pri
vate insurance. It virtually abolishes 
one of the largest Government pro
grams and takes 25 million Americans 
now in such a program and has them 
enter the private insurance market. So 
that is my first point. It is not a Gov
ernment-run health insurance system. 

But now my second point deals with 
the attitude of our colleagues toward 
Government insurance and Govern
ment health care and the vast gap be
tween their rhetoric about it and what 
they do about it when it affects them 
and their families. 

First, they say they are against Gov
ernment health insurance and Govern
ment health care. Well, the largest 
Government health care system in the 
country, indeed the largest health care 
delivery system in the country, is the 
Veterans' Administration health care 
system. If they truly believed what 
they are saying here about Govern
ment health care systems, they would 
abolish the Veterans' Administration 
system. But, of course, they do not say 
that and they will not say that. 

In fact, with respect to that Govern
ment health care system, their actions 
directly contradict their words. The 
very same Senators, our Repµblicari 
colleagues who stand here and say, 
"We are against Government health 
care systems,'' when they go back to 
their home States, they go seek out 
the veterans and they run television 
ads promising the veterans that they 
will protect the veterans health care 
system, even though it is a Govern
ment-run health care system and it is 
the largest health care delivery system 
in the country. Their actions con
tradict their words. 

The same is true with respect to 
Medicare. Medicare is a Government
run health insurance system, and near
ly 40 million Americans, most of them 
elderly, participate in that system. 
And the Republican Senators who 
stand here and say they are against 
Government-run health insurance all 
support the Medicare system. They go 
back home and they seek out elderly 
citizens. They go visit senior citizens' 

centers and fall all over themselves in 
promising to their senior citizens that 
they will protect Medicare, and they 
run television ads seeking reelection, 
promising their senior citizens that 
they will protect Medicare, even 
though it is a Government-run insur
ance system. Their actions contradict 
their words. 

The same is true with respect to So
cial Security, the largest of all Govern
ment programs, a Government-run sys
tem which includes health care by vir:.. 
tue of incorporating Medicare part A. 
Our Republican colleagues go back 
home and also seek out senior citizens 
and also run television ads promising 
to protect Social Security, which is a 
Government-run program. 

So I hope the American people will 
not be fooled by the rhetoric they are 
hearing here today. And I hope the 
American people will also think about 
the irony of these Republican Senators 
getting up here day after day after d_ay 
and denouncing Government health in
surance and Government health care as 
bad for their constituents, even as they 
benefit from it themselves as individ
uals and their families. Every Member 
of this Senate participates in the Gov
ernment-run health insurance system 
that is available to all Federal employ
ees, and the Government pays 72 per
cent of the cost of that health insur
ance for these Republican Senators 
who are standing here telling their 
constituents that it is bad for the con
stituents even as they participate in it 
for themselves and their families. 

You, American taxpayers, are paying 
through the Government 72 percent of 
the cost of health insurance in a Gov
ernment-organized health insurance 
system for the very Republican Sen
ators who are now telling you that you 
should not want Government-run 
health insurance. And you are entitled 
to ask yourselves: If it is so bad for 
you, why is it so good for them and 
their families? 

Has one of them stood up and said, 
"My constituents, Government health 
insurance is bad for you, and to prove 
how much I believe that statement, I'm 
going to voluntarily drop out of the 
Government insurance system, and I'm 
going to put my family in the same 
place where your family is"? Have you 
heard one say that yet? No, and you 
are not likely to. 

I urge you to listen to the debate, 
and as these Republican Senators stand 
up and tell you, Mr. and Mrs. America, 
that Government health insurance is 
bad for you, ask yourself, "If it is so 
bad for me, how come it is so good for 
them and their families? And if they 
really believe it is bad for me, if that is 
what their conscience and conviction 
tells them, why do they not drop out of 
it for them and their families and put 
themselves in the· same position I am, 
an average American who doesn't have 
access to that?" 
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That is just the insurance. Now let us 

talk about direct care. If one of these 
Republican Senators does not feel well, 
if he gets a headache, or stomach ache, 
he walks a few feet down the Capitol 
and he goes to the Office of the Capitol 
Physician, a Government employee. He 
is greeted by a clerk who is a Govern
ment employee, checked by a nurse 
who is a Government employee and 
then goes in to see the doctor who is a 
Government employee. 

If Government health care is so bad, 
why do these Republican Senators in
sist on having it for themselves? And 
then if they get sick, if the doctor says, 
"You've got to go to the hospital," 
they go to the Bethesda Naval Hospital 
or the Walter Reed Army Hospital
Government hospitals. 

Well, my gosh, ask yourself, Mr. and 
Mrs. America, if these Government fa
cilities are so bad, why do these Repub
lican Senators want to go there them
selves? And it is not just Senators. 
President Reagan and President Bush 
were, in their capacities as President, 
the most powerful men in the world. 
They were independently wealthy, and 
they could have gone anywhere in the 
world when they got sick. And where 
did they go? Why, they went to these 
Government hospitals. And who can 
forget the photographs taken of them 
waving out the window to the public 
and the press in those Government hos
pitals. Why are you telling us that it is 
good enough for Presidents but it is 
not good enough for ordinary Ameri
cans? 

Mr. and Mrs. America, leave aside 
politics. Leave aside health care. When 
a fellow walks up to you and says, 
"I've got something, and its good for 
me and my family, but you really don't 
want it for your family," you ask your
self: Who is he thinking about? You or 
him? 

This debate has not been about 
health care reform. This debate has 
been about slogans. When the first Re
publican Senator stands up and says I 
believe so much in my conviction that 
Government health insurance is bad 
that I am going to withdraw myself 
and my family from the Government
organized health insurance system and 
I believe so much that Government 
health care is so bad that I am going to 
promise if I get sick never to talk to a 
Government doctor and, if I have to go 
to the hospital, never to go to a Gov
ernment facility, when that happens, 
pay attention to what they say there
after. 

But until that happens, you can take 
what is being said as slogans, separated 
from the reality of daily lives. If they 
want it for their kids, if they insist on 
having it for their kids, if they will 
keep it for their kids, then why is it so 
bad for your kids? 

I want to repeat what I said at the 
outset. My bill is not a Government 
health insurance system. It is not a 

Government health care system. It is 
the opposite. It is a private system, 
voluntary, in which people are encour
aged to purchase private health insur
ance. And I have mentioned this debate 
about individuals and health insurance 
here only to make the point of the in
consistency of the arguments being 
made by our colleagues. 

To summarize, they are all for the 
Veterans Administration, which is a 
Government health care system. They 
are all for Medicare, which is Govern
ment health insurance. They are all for 
Social Security, which is the largest 
Government program. Therefore, their 
statements here against Government 
participation simply do not ring true 
because they will not stand up and say 
they oppose those programs, they want 
to abolish them. And then their actions 
in placing themselves and their fami
lies in a Government-organized health 
insurance system and getting direct 
Government health care for them
selves, even as they say to their con
stituents, "That is not good for you," I 
say be aware, on guard, listen care
fully. 

Now, just the other day one of our 
colleagues came out here and said, 
well, the insurance program we are 
under is not a Government program be
cause although it is organized by the 
Federal Government and 72 percent of 
the cost is paid by the Federal Govern
ment, it is really a mechanism where 
private insurance plans can be made 
available to Federal employees. 

Mr. President, the denial negates the 
original claim, because that is essen
tially what my plan would do. It would 
create a mechanism whereby employ
ers would offer to their employees a 
minimum of three different types of 
private insurance plans, and employees 
would choose among them. There 
would be no requirement on the em
ployer to pay for any part of the cost 
unless we did not reach 95 percent cov
erage by the year 2000, as I believe we 
will. 

And so it is ironic that the expla
nation about the Government insur
ance plan effectively negates the origi
nal allegation about my plan being 
Government insurance in the first 
place. So our colleagues cannot have it 
both ways. If my plan is not Govern
ment health insurance, then their 
original argument falls. On the other 
hand, if the Government-organized, 
Federal employees program is Govern
ment health insurance, they are all 
participating in it, willingly, taking it 
for them and their families while they 
tell their constituents it is bad for 
them. 

Madam President, I will have more to 
say on that subject. I now want to 
mention just briefly the subject of 
choice. The Senator from New Hamp
shire said if our plan is adopted, 
"Americans will lose their choice. " 

That statement is untrue, categori
cally untrue. There are two types of 

choice in health care. The first is in 
choice of health care plans. How much 
choice does the individual American 
have in selecting a health insurance 
plan? Right now, almost none. Most 
Americans are insured through em
ployment. The employer negotiates a 
plan with the insurance company and 
presents it to the employee, and the 
only choice the employee has is to ac
cept or reject that plan, to either par
ticipate in it or not to participate in it. 

Under my plan, the individual em
ployee will be offered a minimum of 
three different plans. They will have 
the same standard benefits package, 
but they will deliver care in three dif
ferent ways: either in the form of tradi
tional fee-for-service, or a health main
tenance organization, or in some other 
form. So in the first dimension of 
choice, that of health plans, my bill 
will dramatically expand choice for al
most all Americans. For the first time, 
individual Americans will be able to 
choose from more than one health 
plan. 

Second, the element of choice in phy
sician or other providers. It is simply 
not true that choice will be denied 
under my plan. Since everyone will be 
offered at least three types of plans, 
one of which must be traditional fee
for-service, every American will have 
the opportunity to continue to have 
the fullest freedom of choice with re
spect to physicians. No one will be de
nied that opportunity. 

Interestingly enough, the current 
trend in the country is in the other di
rection. As costs of health care rise, 
employers are increasingly turning to 
managed plans, HMO-type plans in 
which the individual's choice is lim
ited. So if we do not adopt health care 
reform, more and more Americans will 
be denied choice in provider. So you 
have a reduction of choice in the one 
area where it now exists and continu
ing lack of choice with respect to 
heal th plans. 

So I think it is important that Amer
icans understand that my bill will do 
the opposite of what our colleagues 
have alleged. It will greatly increase 
choice in heal th plans and it will pre
serve fully choice of providers. Anyone 
will still be able to see any doctor they 
want, choose anyone they want to see 
in nurses or any other form of provider. 

I hope that we all understand that. 
Finally, the statement was made, 

"Don't throw out the entire system," 
thereby creating the implication, since 
the remarks were on my bill, that my 
bill does throw out the entire system. 
Madam President, it does not. It builds 
on the current system. It says that 
most Americans now receive their in
surance through employment, and we 
should continue that. We should en
courage those who do not have insur
ance to get it. And what we ought to do 
is to try to increase the number of 
Americans who have health insurance 
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through a voluntary system of guaran
teed private health insurance. 

Now, what my bill does do is to pro
vide health security for the 85 percent 
of Americans who now have health in
surance but do not have health secu
rity. 

Right now many of them face the in
credible situation where their health 
insurance could be canceled if they be
come sick. Think about that. A person 
buys health insurance to protect him
self in case he becomes sick, and then 
when he becomes sick the policy is can
celled. My bill will prevent that from 
occurring. It will prohibit that from 
occurring. 

Second, right now, a person can be 
denied heal th insurance on the basis of 
a preexisting condition, something 
that affects millions of Americans. My 
bill will prohibit denying on the basis 
of preexisting condition. By contrast, 
the Republican bill would permit that 
to continue on an ongoing basis. My 
bill will phase out the preexisting con
dition exclusion completely by a time 
certain in sharp contrast to the Repub
lican bill which permits the denial for 
preexisting condition to continue. 

My bill will make it possible for a 
person to change jobs without the fear 
of losing his or her insurance. That is a 
real problem today. My bill will make 
it possible for people who are between 
jobs, temporarily unemployed, to con
tinue with insurance. The insurance 
will be private, it will be guaranteed, it 
will be renewable , and it will not be 
able to be canceled. I think that is 
what Americans want who have health 
insurance. Yes. They are happy to have 
health insurance. But many of them 
are concerned about their lack of secu
rity, the fact that they do not know for 
sure whether it is going to be canceled 
tomorrow, whether the premiums are 
going to be doubled, or whether it will 
cover what they want when they be
come sick. 

So, Madam President, I emphasize 
that my plan will increase choice. It 
will prohibit current insurance prac
tices which leave Americans who have 
insurance insecure, and it will encour
age those who do not have insurance to 
get it. It will abolish one of the largest 
Government programs that have those 
people enter the private insurance mar
ket. It is a voluntary system. And I ask 
Americans to keep that mind as they 
listen to the debate. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, I 

would like to comment briefly on the 
majority leader's remarks, at least a 
few of them. 

I think that it is the duty of the lead
er, as the majority leader or as the mi
nority leader, to represent a party po
sition or a political perspective. I ad
mire both Senator MITCHELL and Sen-

ator DOLE for their able and profes
sional way of carrying out those du
ties. 

But I also think that the American 
people are alert enough and wise 
enough to know that the leadership of 
the U.S. Senate on either side of the 
aisle cannot easily categorize, as the 
majority leader has today, the Repub
licans all in one position and the 
Democrats all in another position. 
That is just an inaccurate portrayal of 
this issue, and the things that divide us 
on this issue. 

I happen to be participating with 
what we call the mainstream coalition. 
These are at least nine Democrats who 
are not happy with the Mitchell bill. 
These are at least 9 or 10 Republicans 
who are not happy with the Dole-Pack
wood bill. But nevertheless, they are 
trying to seek to join together in a bi
partisan effort to create a piece of leg
islation to lead us to wise, effective, 
economical heal th reform. 

So I just want to clarify the record 
on that point, that my leader, Senator 
DOLE, as much as Senator MITCHELL'S 
contingent of Democrats, are not eas
ily divided as has been portrayed this 
afternoon. 

Second, I would like to indicate just 
for clarification that somehow we have 
a coverage that is a Government oper
ation, our own medical coverage. I 
would like to clarify that record to say 
that Blue Cross-Blue Shield is one of 
the many contractors with the Federal 
Government. I gain my health care 
from Blue Cross-Blue Shield where the 
Federal Government has a contract 
with the plan, and like many private 
industries, pays a portion of our health 
care premiums. Portraying that some
how the Members of the Congress, in 
particular Republican Members, are 
getting this great benefit out of the 
Government operation, as we have 
heard today, is just not accurate. So I 
want to clarify the record on that 
point. 

I might also say we have thresholds, 
or we have deductibles. We have copay
ments. And yes we may go to see the 
Capitol physician but we pay a pre
mium. I pay a fee for that kind of serv
ice. So this is not some broad-based 
freebie as that is being portrayed here 
today. 

Madam President, the Senate has 
embarked on a very historic debate, 
and heal th care is probably one of the 
most important social issues that I 
think we will probably debate this en
tire century. During the last several 
months, we have heard a lot about the 
need for health security, that health 
care is a right that can never be taken 
away. I subscribe to that. And we have 
all heard the tragic stories of those 
who have fallen between the cracks in 
our health care system and have faced 
huge financial losses when faced with a 
health crisis. We have heard about the 
uninsured, and the cost shifting that 

occurs as between those of us who are 
insured to those who are uninsured who 
seek their heal th care services in hos
pital emergency rooms. 

There is no doubt that our current 
heal th care system is not meeting the 
needs of a large segment of our coun
try. We all share a commitment to 
achieve the finest heal th care deli very 
system possible in the United States to 
be extended to all in the United States. 
That is the purpose of this debate. 

I would like to take the perspective 
as an appropriator. Let me use the old 
jingle that is often used, that author
izations-and that is what both the 
Mitchell bill and the Dole-Packwood 
bills represent, authorizations-are but 
a hunting license for an appropriation. 
We on the appropriations committees 
have found that there has been much 
action to authorize many programs in 
this century by the U.S. Congress, and 
then somehow it ends up in our lap to 
try to find the money for it. It is aw
fully easy to make promises. It is aw
fully easy to paint great broad brushes 
of new credits or new entitlements or 
new subsidies or new coverage. But 
someone at some point has to provide 
the money. 

Let me say also that having been in
volved in Government for a few years, 
I am not willing to put my entire ex
pectation and hope and trust on some 
kind of prospective savings. We have 
been through many of these experi
ences in the past. Under President 
Franklin Roosevelt, we had the 
Browley Commission; under President 
Truman we had the Hoover Commis
sion I; and, under President Eisen
hower, Hoover Commission II, studying 
the reorganization of the executive 
branch of Government and projecting 
the savings that could be achieved out 
of those reorganization proposals. 

The first year out we found there 
were some savings that could be di
rectly attributed to those reorganiza
tion efforts. But as time went on in the 
outyears, those savings disappeared 
pretty quickly. 

So to undertake a program that is so 
heavily dependent upon prospective 
savings, of changes, and so forth, I am 
a little bit dubious. I am not saying we 
have not achieved some, of course, but 
to say that we are going to fund a por
tion of this health care program under 
the Mitchell bill out of those savings I 
think is a little risky business. And I 
know what will happen. If those pro
posed or prospective savings do not 
occur, it will be back on the Appropria
tions Committee to come up with the · 
money to fund the commitments that 
have been made. 

So I would like to focus a few com
ments on two key areas: The cost anal
ysis of heal th care reform; and second, 
the nonmonetary issue as the legacy 
we are leaving for our children and our 
grandchildren. "Legacy" might be 
translated, also, into the word " indebt
edness." We began this debate more 
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than 4 years ago when it became appar
ent that health care costs were rising 
at a rapid rate and would endanger the 
financial stability of our country. We 
are now at a point where national 
heal th care expenditures make up more 
than 14 percent of our gross national 
product and near $1 trillion. 

By the year 2000, national health ex
penditures, at this continuing rate, are 
expected to reach more than $1.6 tril
lion; and by 2004, they will exceed $2 
trillion. According to the estimates re
leased on Tuesday of this week by the 
Congressional Budget Office-the legis
lative arm of the Congress-the legisla
tion proposed by the majority leader, 
Senator MITCHELL, will exceed these 
estimates. I can only draw a conclusion 
that this does not represent cost con
tainment. 

Yes, we need health care reform, but 
we cannot forget the impact new Fed
eral spending and new entitlement pro
grams will have on our children and 
our grandchildren, who will be faced 
with paying the bills associated with 
these increases of today. 

We have a bipartisan commission on 
entitlements and tax reform that re
cently released findings which showed 
that even if increases in heal th care 
costs were held to the gxowth of the 
economy by 1999, due to the aging and 
changing demographics of the aging 
population, Federal outlays for Medi
care and Medicaid will still double as a 
percentage of the economy by the year 
2030. In fact, they will increase from 3.3 
percent of the economy today to 11 per
cent of the economy. Mark you, these 
findings and projections do not include 
the effect of the new health care enti
tlements envisioned by the Mitchell 
bill. 

Let me stop here a moment and say, 
as I indicated in the very beginning, no 
leader in this body can speak for all 
the Members on his respective side. 
You have heard a lot of talk about Re
publicans saying "no new taxes." Well, 
this is one Republican who will vote for 
new taxes if it is to fund the high prior
ity that I place on health care reform. 
I am not talking about depending it on 
the cigarette tax or the sin taxes; I am 
talking a basic tax increase, because I 
want to remind ourselves today that 
when we went through the throes of 
getting catastrophic illness and every
body wanted catastrophic illness, led 
by the AARP, when the people of this 
country found it was going to cost 
them $3 to $4 more a month in pre
miums, there was almost a stampede 
into the well of this Chamber to see 
who could be down there with the first 
bill to repeal the act passed by the pre
vious Congress, in order to respond to 
the American public's outcry that they 
were not willing to pay a $3 to $4 in
crease for coverage of catastrophic 
health care. I am one Republican-and 
I am sure there are others-who will 
say that we put such a high priority 

upon covering all Americans with de
cent health care access that we are 
willing ·to stand and vote the tax to 
support it and to guarantee it and not 
make promises that cannot be guaran
teed by saying prospective changes or 
prospective reforms are going to pro
vide us with the money. 

Let me also say that under the 
Mitchell bill, many are going to find 
themselves paying more for their 
health care. By the year 2002, all Or
egonians will be paying the same rate 
for premiums regardless of age. Ac
cording to a recent editorial in the 
Washington Post written by Neil Howe 
and Bill Strauss, this so-called pure 
community rate will increase costs for 
young people by 100 percent. Essen
tially, this means that we will be tak
ing at least $40 billion yearly out of the 
pockets of young adults-those under 
the age of ~and putting it into the 
pockets of adul.ts over the age of 45. It 
is a cost shift. 

While there is no doubt that reform 
needs to be made in the insurance in
dustry-for example, to make insur
ance portable so you can take it with 
you when you change jobs and avail
able to you regardless of your health 
status. In fact, I was recently chatting 
with a gentleman in my office who is 
now among the ranks of the uninsured. 
He changed jobs and became self-em
ployed. Due to the change, he lost his 
employer-provided health insurance, 
and in the meantime he learned that he 
had diabetes and now cannot find 
health insurance because nobody will 
insure him with this preexisting condi
tion. These are the kinds of problems 
we must address in our current insur
ance system. Yet, we must do so in a 
way that does not bankrupt our chil
dren and grandchildren. This is the 
challenge that makes this debate so 
difficult, because there is no easy an
swer. Again, what is the legacy we 
want to leave to the future genera
tions? 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
State of Oregon has taken substantial 
steps to enact heal th care reform 
which controls health care costs and 
achieves universal coverage. The 
Mitchell bill could negate the innova
tive Oregon health plan. Although Or
egon's Medicaid waiver appears to be 
grandfathered, none of the other re
forms Oregon enacted into law receive 
such protection against Federal pre
emption or Federal prescription. 

For example, Oregon has developed a 
standard benefits package under the 
Oregon heal th plan. This unique bene
fits package explicitly recognizes that 
we cannot afford to provide every serv
ice to every person. 

Madam President, there is not a plan 
out here that has taken the tough posi
tion to say we cannot provide every 
service to every person. What we are 
trying to do in Oregon is to provide ev
erybody with standard primary health 

care. We are not going to separate 
every Siamese twin born in Oregon. We 
are not going to guarantee, in a sense, 
that everybody has a right to any med
ical procedure-over 9,000 of them 
under Medicare alone. We have 
prioritized them. People say, oh, that 
is rationing health care. Well, we are 
rationing health care, yes, but we are 
doing that today based on economics, 
which is certainly discriminatory, far 
more than saying to a person who is 80 
years old, if you have a life expectancy 
added to your life by 1 year, are we 
going to engage in a very costly medi
cal procedure as against covering 100 
women with prenatal care? No, we can
not afford to do it. That gets down to 
where the real rubber hits the road in 
terms of having to make the tough de
cisions that somehow we are going to 
offer everyone any medical procedure 
or access to any medical procedure. 
That is the implication, because we 
have not addressed those thousands of 
medical procedures, and we have the 
attitude that any one of them-it is 
very clear-would be open to anybody. 

Oregon focuses on the position of pre
ventive health care services and pro
vides an access to primary heal th care 
before serious health problems develop. 
It looks at the effectiveness of treat
ment and draws lines to exclude pay
ments of services that are noneffective 
or add to the individual's quality of 
life. 

I think we have to face this reality in 
the national picture as well. It was dif
ficult for Oregon. It was complicated. 
But they gathered the best brains and 
representation of the people, 
theologians, philosophers, doctors, law
yers, humanists, people from all walks 
of life, people from all incomes, and 
they sat down and worked out this dia
log. 

Under the Mitchell bill, will Oregon 
be permitted to continue to offer this 
unique benefit package to all Oregoni
ans? Oregon has also taken steps in the 
private insurance market which have 
completely changed the nature of 
health care in the State, and has con
tributed to a significant lowering of 
health care costs in Oregon compared 
to the national average. Oregonians are 
familiar with managed care, where 
they join a network of providers 
through whom they can access health 
care services. 

These networks include primary care 
physicians, hospitals, specialists, and 
other health care providers. In fact, 
more than 60 percent of the 1.1 million 
Oregonians who have coverage through 
Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Oregon are 
enrolled in managed health care plans. 
And in addition to that, Kaiser 
Permanente has more than 400,000 sub
scribers in Oregon out of a total popu
lation of 2.9 million. 

However, there is a provision in the 
Mitchell bill that threatens the ability 
to heal th plans, such as those that are 
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covering the majority of Oregonians, to 
manage heal th care costs by limiting 
ineffective treatment and care. Under 
the claims dispute mechanism which 
would be established if the Mitchell 
bill is passed in its current form, 
health plans will have no incentive to 
manage cost because every decision, 
every claim-and there are millions 
every year in this country-could be 
reviewed through an administrative 
process, or in Federal or State court 
where damage awards available would 
be "any appropriate relief''-under
scored-"any appropriate relief'' pos
sible, a true lawyer's paradise. This 
could be called in a sense a lawyer's 
economic development act. 

Let us be clear about this. The dis
putes we are talking about here are 
contractual disputes over service cov
erage in health plans. These are not 
malpractice claims, not malpractice 
claims. They are not disputes that 
arise over negligent medical care. The 
implications of this provision for our 
ability to control costs through man
aged care are erroneous and they be
come also more enormous. It will com
pletely undermine cost containment ef
forts. 

I have long advocated that we give 
States more flexibility to develop a 
database to assist us in formulating a 
Federal role in health care reform. Cer
tainly, I agree that there need to be 
certain Federal standards that assist 
us in achieving the goal of universal 
coverage. However, I do not believe the 
Federal Government should be dictat
ing a regulatory and prescriptive proc
ess to the States and that each State 
then must follow to reach these Fed
eral standards. 

This approach penalizes States such 
as Oregon that are progressive. Many 
States have been working on these is
sues for many years, and I believe it is 
wrong for the Federal Government to 
come in and undo the reforms that we 
have already established and are expe
riencing. 

For example, the Mitchell bill in
cludes a provision that will preempt all 
State laws in the area of medical li
ability reform that are different from 
the new Federal laws established if the 
Mitchell bill is passed. In Oregon, that 
would mean that our medical liability 
law which includes a cap on non
economic damages and has contributed 
to a significant lowering of costs would 
be preempted because the Mitchell bill 
does not include a similar provision of 
a cap. The Federal Government should 
not be paternalistic in this realm. 
Some States, like mine, are years 
ahead in their reform efforts. 

So you ask, what about the States 
that are not as progressive as Oregon? 
How do we get them to do the right 
thing? 

I believe we must set minimum Fed
eral standards and then provide those 
States with guidance-not mandates-

about how to reach those standards. 
We should provide incentives and cred
its for innovation, not more regulation. 
In all areas, our Federal system penal
izes States that are more progressive 
and reduces them to the standards of 
the lowest common denominator. Our 
citizens expect better, they deserve 
better, and Oregonians certainly de
mand it. 

Madam President, I want to make it 
clear that I am committed to reform
ing our heal th care system. The con
cerns I have raised must be addressed 
before we pass comprehensive heal th 
care reform. This is not a stalling tac
tic. This is asking for the data and in
formation. Let me digress for just a 
moment. I happen to have been Gov
ernor when Kerr-Mills was first estab
lished as a precursor to the Medicare 
Program. Under Kerr-Mills, the Fed
eral Government indicated the States 
should develop a database upon which 
to designate, to define, and to analyze 
the health care needs of the elderly 
citizens. Oregon, I am proud to say, 
was the first State out there to start 
the process of developing this database 
to know what the Federal role legiti
mately and rightfully should be. There 
were those who wanted to rush through 
a Medicare bill which . came to be 
known as the King-Anderson bill super
seding the progress that was estab
lished under Kerr-Mills, and they pro
nounced as the ultimate statement of 
costs in 25 years it would not cost more 
than $10 billion under King-Anderson. 

Madam President, in 25 years it was 
$65 billion, and it is going sky high. It 
i~ going to eat up our whole budget if 
we do not do something about cost con
tainment. 

My point is simply this, that we can 
prove at the State level and if we had 
the time to develop the base I am sure 
we would have a finer and a better, 
more efficient Medicare system than 
what we are now experiencing. Con
cerns I want raised must be addressed. 
We cannot legislate in the dark, afraid 
to face the reality that we may not be 
able to afford unlimited health care for 
everyone in this country. However, we 
must assure that everyone has access 
to preventive and primary health care. 

As a Member of the Appropriations 
Committee, I have directly experienced 
the struggle we face to allocate funds 
for our complex array of domestic pro
grams. This discretionary funding 
funds the operation of those all three 
branches of the Government. It pays 
for the roads and the bridges of our 
transportation infrastructure, the 
loans that go to provide public hous
ing, student loan assistance and small 
business startup, our national parks, 
and many more purposes which have 
nearly universal support. These funds 
have been drastically diminishing over 
the years as the entitlement programs 
have grown. The programs authorized 
under health care reform will put fur-

ther pressure on the Appropriations 
Committee to make funding decisions. 

And do not forget that the budget 
caps we are now under require us to cut 
discretionary spending next year by $5 
billion. And as entitlement programs 
continue to grow, less and less will be 
available to discretionary programs. 
We are literally facing choices between 
running the Government and paying 
for our biggest entitlement programs
Social Security, Medicare, and now a 
new heal th care bill. 

I return to the premise with which I 
began-what kind of a legacy are we 
leaving for future generations? Because 
I have this in common and have this 
with many of my colleagues and I 
share their concern. I made a commit
ment to work with this bipartisan 
mainstream coalition, which includes 
Democrats and Republicans, to try to 
improve upon the reforms in the Mitch
ell bill. 

We are not rejecting either bill. We 
are just saying we cannot accept either 
bill in its current form. 

I want to repeat again that I am one 
Senator who is willing to pay the bill · 
to improve our health care system. But 
let us face the responsibility for paying 
for it now rather than later. We have 
an obligation to future generations to 
approach this issue of cost up front. We 
have all seen the illusory nature of pro
jected savings over the years. This 
time we cannot afford to saddle future 
generations with mistaken cost esti
mates and glossed-over realities of the 
fiscal tradeoffs. 

We must be conscious of the costs of 
such a system and make a commitment 
to control these costs. If we are up here 
getting ready to adopt a new heal th 
care plan and engaging in all sorts of 
rhetoric, political and otherwise, I 
think we have to understand that we 
have an obligation to tell the American 
public precisely how it is going to be 
funded. To only dodge that issue to me 
represents more a fraudulent approach 
than an honest approach. 

We must make a commitment also in 
this or any other bill we adopt to fund
ing medical research. We must assure 
that we make sufficient provisions to 
address the needs of our rural and un
derserved areas. 

It is very interesting to note that 
rural America was left out of the origi
nal proposals that were called upon to 
be adopted in the Congress. It was only 
after pressures from within the Con
gress that rural America was seen as 
having a very special problem of rural 
health care because of the gravitation 
of medical resources to the urban cen
ters. 

We must enact meaningful mal
practice reform. We must pass a bill 
that is less prescriptive and regulatory 
on State Government. And finally, we 
must encourage innovative and cre
ative approaches to health care that 
are occurring in our States and private 
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health care markets now. We are .not 
going to write a bill in concrete. We 
cannot do so because of those changes 
that are occurring now, even before 
legislation is adopted. Meaningful re
form is possible if we keep these goals 
in mind. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to fashion a bipartisan solu
tion that addresses these goals. 

We cannot afford to pass a health 
care bill that has 51 votes from one side 
of the aisle or 50 plus 1. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I 

would like to speak today about an 
amendment I intend to offer, or a cou
ple of amendments, to the health care 
reform bill. 

I will not go on at great length. I 
know that others wish to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would note that the Senator 
from North Dakota stood on his feet 
and his voice was heard and he was rec
ognized. He was on his feet first and 
that is the reason the Chair recognized 
him. 

(Mr. WELLS TONE assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would 
observe that I have been here since 12 
o'clock, with the exception of about 10 
minutes when I left the floor, and I be
lieve I watched for about an hour and a 
half or an hour and 45 minutes on the 
other side and about 15 minutes on our 
side. 

But, nonetheless, I will be very brief. 
I want to talk about an amendment 

that I intend to offer with my col
leagues-in fact, two amendments. 

THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, before I 

do that, let me say again, just on an
other subject, the Federal Reserve 
Board action of yesterday is very dis
appointing. Today, we have all read the 
newspapers about that. 

I was thinking about maybe suggest
ing we cut off the air conditioning 
down at the Federal Reserve Board. 
Somebody suggested if I did that legis
latively, somebody would get up and 
suggest that we cut off the air condi
tioning in the Capitol Building. 

But clearly we need to push some dif
ferent air into the Fed to see if we can
not get some better decisions on inter
est rates. 

HEALTH SECURITY ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 

discuss briefly the amendment that I 
and a couple of my colleagues will offer 
to this piece of legislation. 

I discussed yesterday the number of 
heal th care proposals that are before 

79--059 0-97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 16) 37 

the Senate. I discussed the fact that 
there is great merit and need in dis
cussing universal coverage. Universal 
coverage is essential. No American 
should wonder whether they have the 
ability to take their child to a doctor 
when their child is sick. It should not 
be a function of how much money you 
have in your pocket when you decide to 
get health care for a sick child. So it is 
clear we need better access to health 
care. 

We need universal coverage. That is 
not something that I question. It is a 
goal we must move to, and as quickly 
as possible. 

It is also clear to me, as I mentioned 
yesterday, that we must do something 
about the cost of health care. If we do 
not put the brakes on skyrocketing 
costs, we will be chasing the target of 
coverage forever and we will simply 
not be able to obtain it. 

Yesterday on the floor I used a chart 
which shows what is happening to the 
cost of health care and I would like to 
show the chart again. The United 
States spends much more on health 
care than any other country in the 
world. We spend more than 14 percent 
of our gross domestic product on 
health care; Canada is at 11 percent; 
and no other country is even at 10 per
cent. 

The fact is U.S. health care costs are 
growing and growing exponentially. 
And every single plan that is before 
us-the Dole plan, the Mitchell plan, 
the Clinton plan, the mainstream plan, 
the Finance Committee plan-every 
single plan, at the end of it, in the year 
2004, will see the cost of health care as 
a claim on the gross domestic product 
of this country increase by nearly one-
third. · 

Instead of keeping health care at 14 
percent or 14.5 percent, which is much 
more than any other country in the 
world spends on heal th care, at the end 
of every plan, by the year 2004, accord
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
we will be at 19 or 20 percent of gross 
domestic product. 

That is not success. We will not 
achieve universal coverage unless we 
find some method by which we put the 
breaks on skyrocketing costs. We, I 
think, need a thoughtful debate about 
how to do that. I think there would be 
great differences. Some would suggest 
cost controls, cost containment mecha
nisms that are real; others would sug
gest a market that might incentives 
cost containment. The fact is, if we do 
not dig in with cost containment de
vices that work, whether it be in the 
private or the public sector, we will not 
obtain universal coverage under any 
condition. 

Again, let me say, every plan that I 
am aware of, including the Republican 
plan, will, at the end of the plan, mean 
that we will spend a third more than 
we now spend on health care as a per
cent of our gross domestic product. 

That cannot and will not be viewed as 
a success by the American people. 

On one part of this issue, I am going 
to offer an amendment that I want to 
discuss today. It is an amendment on 
the issue of the cost of prescription 
drugs. It would be hard to find a better 
heeled industry than will fight this 
amendment, I am sure. 

The pharmaceutical industry is a 
very, very large industry with an enor
mous amount of resources. They do a 
lot of good things. They produce won
der drugs, manufacture life-saving 
drugs, invest a lot of money in research 
and development. And I salute them for 
that. 

On the other hand, they produce 
products that are a necessity, not a 
luxury. People need, as a matter of 
course in their daily living, to take the 
medicines and prescription drugs that 
are prescribed by their doctor. 

The way they price prescription 
drugs in this country in my judgment 
defies all good sense. And I have used 
these charts before. I am going to use 
a couple of them again, just to describe 
why this amendment is necessary. 

The biggest selling drug in America 
is Premarin, used for estrogen replace
ment. Here is the price for Premarin by 
the same manufacturer, for the same 
pill, put in the same bottle. I have held 
up on the floor before the bottle of pills 
for which it is $93 in Sweden, $100 in 
England, $113 in Canada, and nearly 
$300 to the u.s: consumer. Why?· Why 
would we be charged more than triple 
the price for the drug Premarin when 
compared to Sweden or England? 

Xanax, for anxiety, $10 in Sweden, $56 
in the United States. 

Zantac, a drug that is used for ulcers; 
a wonder drug, as a matter of fact, 
saves the need for a costly operation. 
But why do we pay $133 for the same 
size bottle, for the same pills, produced 
by the same manufacturer, when it 
costs $64 in Sweden and $84 in England? 

When I offer the amendment, I will 
show chart after chart after chart that 
shows exactly the same thing-two dif
ferent sets of pricing data. A price for 
people who live in Italy, Germany, 
France, England, Sweden, and Canada, 
and then a separate price, a higher 
price, for the United States consumer. 
Why? By what justification should we 
believe the U.S. consumer should be 
charged double, triple, 5 times or even 
10 times the same price than other con
sumers around the world pay? 

I intend, with my colleagues Senator 
PRYOR, Senator SASSER, and Senator 
FEINGOLD, to offer two amendments, 
one which would have the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services do a sur
vey, to collect information, and require 
the pharmaceutical companies to fur
nish the information, on the wholesale 
prices at which they market their drug 
in various countries. And from that, 
construct an index that is released pe
riodically to the American people so 
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that we know what price we are paying 
for the same drug that is being 
consumed at a lower price by other 
people in other countries. 

That is number one. It simply re
quires the drug companies to provide 
the information and requires the 
Health and Human Services Secretary 
to get it, to compare it, and to produce 
an index so that we have public infor
mation and allow the public to put the 
pressure on the pharmaceutical manu
facturers for fair pricing. 

The second amendment would be ex
actly the same step leading to the ac
quisition of these prices and the com
parison of these prices, and then a de
termination based on the results. If 
they find that a drug is sold in this 
country for 25 percent more than the 
average price at which it is marketed 
in other countries, more than 25 per
cent above the average price at which 
it is marketed in the rest of the world, 
then it would result in a show cause 
hearing at HHS. If the drug companies 
could not show cause that was justifi
able , then the Federal Government 
would only pay, under the Medicaid 
contract, the average price of which 
that drug is marketed in all the rest of 
the world. 

Those two amendments, I assume, 
will provoke a substantial amount of 
debate. There is certainly room for dis
agreement about drug pricing. But I do 
think that we ought to have a discus
sion about that component piece of the 
cost of health care. 

I would like to make one final com
ment, and then yield the floor. 

There is, I know, great rancor, anger, 
cynicism by some about this health 
care debate , about Congress generally, 
about the Government, about Washing
ton. All of us see it and hear it. We feel 
it every day from the phone calls we 
get and contacts when we are back 
home. Times have changed, and part of 
it is understandable and very real. Part 
of it bothers me some-I listened care
fully this morning to some of the dis
cussion-the notion by some in this 
Chamber that somehow Government is 
awful , Government is untrustworthy, 
Government cannot do anything. The 
fact is, Government is a system by 
which we put together the schools and 
educate our kids, we construct our 
roads and a police force to keep us in 
safety, and a force of firefighters to 
fight fires. Government is all of those 
things. Government was, when it con
structed REA, and rural telephone sys
tem, the instrument by which we elec
trified rural America and brought tele
phone service to rural America. We 
have done a lot of remarkable and good 
things through our Government, to
gether-things that work. Things that 
work well. 

I respect the fact that there is great 
disagreement about how to respond to 
the health care issue. I do hope that, as 
we move down this road, we will, in a 

thoughtful way, disagree without being 
disagreeable. Even though there are 
substantial differences in public policy 
between us, all of us now serve in gov
ernment. I hope we all aspire to make 
government effective. Whatever we do, 
let us make it effective. Let us do it 
right. 

It may be, some think, we should do 
less of it. That is perfectly legitimate. 
But we ought not make it our fulltime 
occupation to denigrate · everything 
done. I am telling my colleagues, there 
are plenty of people doing that these 
days. I hope those of us who work here, 
Republicans and Democrats, and who 
care about public policy will tone down 
some the description of what we are. I 
was told recently by a person that we 
are all liars and all a bunch of frauds in 
Congress. 

I said, "You know, I do not think 
that". I work with the Senator from 
Arizona, Senator McCAIN. I work with 
Senator DOLE. I work with Senator 
COATS. I do not know of one person in 
this Chamber I work with that I think 
that of. 

Every person here, in my judgment, 
is here because they care a great deal 
about public policy. They might have 
widely divergent views about what that 
policy may be, but they come early in 
the morning and work late at night be
cause they care about public policy and 
honestly want to address it in the right · 
way. I hope, as we move forward in this 
health care debate and as we talk 
about crime and other things, we can 
always keep in mind that all of us are 
trying in our own way to do the right 
thing. 

I have indicated yesterday that I des
perately believe when we turn out the 
lights for a recess-if we have a recess 
here-and we have done something 
about health care , if we do not do 
something about the cost of health 
care, then we will have failed. Costs are 
skyrocketing. I frankly do not think 
any plan presented at this point will 
get costs under control. I have indi
cated that. I have some notions about 
how we should try to do it. 

But no one in this Chamber, in my 
judgment, has the di vine wisdom to 
come here with a piece of paper and 
say, " Here is the answer. Here is the 
right answer. Here is the only answer. 
Here is the answer that works for 
America." It is just not possible that 
one person has that kind of wisdom. 

What we ought to expect from this 
Chamber is a debate in which we get 
the best of what everyone has to offer 
instead of the worst of what each has 
to off er. If we can get the best of the 
ideas from the Republicans and the 
Democrats and the conservatives and 
the liberals and the mainstreamers and 
the upstreamers and whoever else is 
out there streaming these days, maybe 
we can construct something that the 
American people will respect and say: 
Yes, they did a pretty good job. They 

understood the problem. They searched 
for the best possible solution. We re
spect them for that. 

I hope that will represent the tone of 
the debate. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a comment? 

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. McCAIN. First, I express my 
apologies for my impatience to the 
Senator. I was unaware he was on the 
floor since noon. When I came to the 
floor he was not there, and I expressed 
some impatience. I hope he under
stands I have waited a number of days 
to give my opening statement. 

Second, regarding his statements 
concerning the level of rhetoric. There 
should be a statement that each of us, 
even though we may take different ap
proaches to this very critical issue, we 
should be partisan but not personal in 
our remarks and in our debate. I think 
it is a fortunate admonition, since 
most of us had anticipated being home 
at this time with our families, and 
from the looks of things, things are 
going to get perhaps more tense around 
here rather than more relaxed. I hope 
all of us can take the words of the Sen
ator from North Dakota to heart. I 
thank the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate those remarks. Senator COATS is 
on the floor, and he and I have talked 
about the fact that this is not a family
friendly place. When people say that 
Government cannot be trusted and we 
are all lazy-the people like Senator 
COATS and Senator MCCAIN, like so 
many others who work late at night 
and come in early in the morning and 
spend half their weekends back in the 
home State make enormous sacrifices. 
I think all of us with young children 
would prefer to be able, during an Au
gust break, at least in some small 
measure be able to spend some time 
with them. But this is not a very fam
ily-friendly place. I hope we can change 
that, too, at some point in the future. 

I will be happy to yield the floor. I 
appreciate the patience of the two Sen
ators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. COATS]. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR-S. 2351 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator WELLSTONE, I ask unani
mous consent Alexandra Clyde, E. 
Richard BROWN, Ellen Weissman, and 
Mark Anderson be accorded the privi
lege of the Senate floor for the dura
tion of consideration of health care re
form legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I only in
tend to take a few mo men ts . . Then I 
trust my colleague from Arizona could 
be recognized, who has waited very pa
tiently for a number of days in order to 
make his comments and statement re
garding the health care bill that is be
fore us. I want to take a brief amount 
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of time to respond to the comments 
just recently made by the majority 
leader. 

The majority leader has on several 
occasions now, the latest of which was 
just moments ago, come to the floor in 
defense of the bill that he has intro
duced, which is obviously his right. 
And we would expect him to do that. 
What I am responding to, however, is 
that the rhetoric of the majority leader 
does not seem to square with the re
ality of the legislation. I am one of 
those Senators who took the pledge, 
the pledge to read the entire bill. I 
wish I could say I have completed the 
reading and understand every line and 
every word of this 1,448-page document. 
I am well into it. I think I understand 
a great deal of it. But much of it is 

· technical and references other sections 
of the United States Code and other 
sections of the bill. 

So I am still plowing through it. But 
as I listened to the majority leader 
make his rhetorical statements, I 
began to scratch my head and think, 
are the statements relative to the same 
bill that I am reading? I know we have 
had three bills submitted by the major
ity leader. We label them Mitchell 1, 
Mitchell 2, Mitchell 3. I have been fo
cusing my efforts now on the bill that 
is before us, Mitchell 3. 

But as I hear comments made by the 
majority leader and then try to square 
it with what I have just read, there 
seems to me ·somewhat of a disconnect. 
For instance, on the subject of 
consumer choice, yesterday and re
peated again today, Senator MITCHELL 
came to the floor and attacked Repub
licans claiming that Republican Sen
ators had misrepresented the facts 
about an individual's choice of plans 
under his bill. But in reading the bill, 
it is clear, at least to this Senator, 
that employers are severely penalized 
for offering health plans that are more 
generous or less generous than the 
standard benefit package that will be 
determined by the National Health 
Board and that employers of under 500 
employees are prohibited from self-in
suring. Those are limitations on 
choices. 

So while the majority leader says, 
and I quote from a floor statement 
made on August 2, 1994, "The bill would 
expand the choices Americans have for 
their health care," the bill that I have 
read, Mitchell 3, says this on page 145, 
section 1309: Employers are subject to a 
civil penalty of $10,000 per employee if 
they offer a health plan that is more 
generous than the standard benefit 
package. 

Let me quote from that directly. I 
want to make sure I am not 
mischaracterizing, or attempting to 
misrepresent, what the majority leader 
has said. The majority leader said this 
would expand choices for Americans in 
health care. But on page 145, section 
1309 it says: 

In the case of a person that violates 
a requirement of this subtitle, "the 
Secretary of Labor may impose a civil 
money penalty in an amount not to ex
ceed $10,000 for each violation with re
spect to each individual." 

The requirements under this subtitle 
are that a standard benefit package, 
determined by the National Health 
Board, be offered. And, if anything less 
or more than that is offered-if it is 
more, it has to comply with the supple
mental plan- there is a $10,000 fine 
that may be imposed by the Secretary 
of Labor. 

That does not sound like an expan
sion of choices to me. On page 1,170 in 
section 7112, the bill imposes a 25-per
cent excise tax on high-cost, high
growth health plans. That 25-percent 
tax is assessed on the difference be
tween the premium and the reference 
or target premium. 

On page 137, section 1301 of the 
Mitchell bill, despite what the major
ity leader said about expanding choices 
for Americans, it says "Employers 
with fewer than 500 employees are pro
hibited from self-insuring, cost-sharing 
benefits." Their provision alone would 
deny choice to the 400,000 firms in 
America that insure 16 million Ameri
cans today under self-insurance plans. 
This is when the employer sits down 
with the employees and says, "We're 
going to write our own plan. We will 
form our own group. We will determine 
what benefits best fit this company, 
and we will self-insure." 

Those firms under 500 employees will 
now be prohibited from doing that. 
They will be prohibited from offering 
plans they now offer that cover 16 mil
lion Americans. That is not expanding 
choices. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
consumer choices are severely limited 
under the Mitchell bill because em
ployers are strongly penalized for offer
ing anything other than the one-size
fi ts-all-Washington-designed standards 
benefits package. 

Senator MITCHELL has claimed that 
his bill would not raise taxes, nor tax 
small business. On August 15, 1994, on 
this floor, just a couple of days ago, he 
said, and I quote: 

Over and over again, our colleagues. said of 
that plan that it would raise everyone's 
taxes and be a tax on small business. Neither 
of these statements are correct. 

That is the majority leader's state
ment. But the words of the majority 
leader do not conform with the words 
of his own bill. This bill contains nu
merous new taxes and tax increases. 
Let me just name three. 

In section 7111, page 1,158, the bill im
poses a 1.75-percent tax on all health 
insurance premiums for insured and 
self-insured plans. So whatever your 
plan now is, as an American, you are 
going to have a 1.75-percent tax on that 
plan. 

Section 7112, page 1170, imposes a 25-
percent excise tax premium cap on 

high-cost, high..:growth health plans. 
Section 7132, page 1205 imposes a 15.3-
percent tax increase on income of cer
tain service-related subchapter S cor
porations, shareholders and partners. 

Mr. President, these are three of the 
17 taxes included in the Mitchell bill. I 
will not take the time, in deference to 
my colleague from Arizona, to go 
through the others, but I have a list of 
all the taxes imposed under the Mitch
ell bill. 

Senator MITCHELL, when he spoke 
about the impact on business, was cor
rect when he spoke about the plight of 
small business owners. In a floor state
ment on August 9, he said, and I quote: 

These are typical small business people 
trying to create their own stake in society, 
building their own enterprise and doing what 
the rhetoric of entrepreneurship is all about. 
And yet their efforts are being devastated by 
something entirely beyond their control. 

I agree with those words. But what is 
entirely beyond their control is where I 
disagree. What is entirely beyond their 
control are the 49 new responsibilities 
that they are being burdened with. I 
have a list of employer responsibilities 
under the Mitchell bill. I will not take 
the time to read them, but I ask unani
mous consent to print them in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

EMfLOYER/PLAN SPONSOR RESPONSIBILITIES 
UNDER THE MITCHELL BILL 

RESPONSIBILITIES AS AN EMPLOYER 

Sec. 1301: Offer at least 3 certified standard 
health plans. 

Sec. 1301: Forward the name and address of 
each employee to the certified standard 
health plan in which the employee is enroll
ing. 

Sec. 1101: Maintain records and provide 
states with data to audit certified standard 
heal th plans. 

Sec. 1301: Provide payroll withholding of 
employee premiums upon request. 

Sec. 1301: Provide employees with informa
tion on all certified standard health plans in 
the community rating area. 

Sec. 1301: Provide employees residing in 
other community rating areas, information 
on all certified standard health plans in 
these other community rating areas. 

Sec. 1111: Provide 180 day notice to partici
pants of plan non-renewal. 

Sec. 1111: Comply with regulations con
cerning transfer of plan sponsorship from 
one employer to another due to acquisitions. 

Not available: Modify plan documents and 
SPDs to reflect legislative requirements. 

Sec. 1486: Maintain certified Wellness Pro
grams to be eligible for premium discounts. 

Sec. 4522: Comply with Nondiscrimination 
regulations. 

Sec. 1302: Maintain data on standard 
health plan premiums and employer con
tributions. 

Sec. 10113: If trigger mechanism goes into 
effect, employers must contribute 50% of 
premiums for all employees. 

Sec. 7202: Loss of Section 125 FICA exclu
sion. 

RESPONSIBILITIES AS A STANDARD HEALTH 
PLAN SPONSOR 

Sec. 1001: File application for plan certifi
cation in each State. 
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Sec. 1201: Comply with Standard Benefits 

Package. 
Sec. 1111: Comply with regulations con

cerning guaranteed issue, availability, and 
renewab111ty. 

Sec. 1113: 6 Tiers of premium rates re- · 
quired. . 

Sec. 1002: Open enrollment required. 
Sec. 1111: Allow disenrollment for cause. 
Sec. 6006: Provide enrollees with individual 

subsidy applications. 
Sec. 6006: Forward subsidy applications to 

states. 
Sec. 5001: Supply data to the National 

Quality Council at both a state and national 
level for: 

Sec. 5002: Quality of health care service 
and procedure measurement; 

Sec. 5002: Determination of access to care; 
Sec. 5002: Determination of appropriatenes 

of care; 
Sec. 5002: Determination of population 

health status; 
Sec. 5002: Health promotion/disease control 

initiatives; 
Sec. 5004: National surveys of plans and 

consumers; 
Sec. 5005: Consumer report cards; 
Sec. 5007: Additional information requests 

for health care researchers; and 
Sec. 9000: Workers' Compensation data 

must also be supplied. 
Sec. 5009: Supply data to the State and Na

tional Centers of Consumer Information and 
Advocacy on plan performance and consumer 
report cards. 

Sec. 5111: Comply with the standards of the 
National Health Information Network for 
electronic transmission of the following 
health information: 

Sec. 5112: Standard unique health identifi
ers for each enrolled individual, employer, 
health plan, and health care provider; 

Sec. 5121: El1gib111ty data; 
Sec. 5121: Enrollment data; 
Sec. 5113: Enrollee and provider signatures; 
Sec. 5114: Claim forms; 
Sec. 5114: EOBs; 
Sec. 5121: Premium Payments; 
Sec. 5121: First Report of Injury; 
Sec. 5121: Claims Status; and 
Sec. 5121: Referral certification and au

thorization. 
Sec. 5301: Comply with Attorney General 

data requests for fraud and abuse enforce
ment. 

Sec. 1124: Issue Health Security Cards to 
all enrollees. 

Sec. 1101: Participate in state guaranty 
funds. 

Sec. 1101: Comply with grievance proce
dures. 

Sec. 1117: Participate in National Reinsur
ance Program for multi-state employers. 

Sec. 1118: Comply with solvency require
ments. 

Sec. 1122: Comply with performance stand
ards. 

Sec. 1122: Communicate quality outcomes 
to enrollees and providers. 

Sec. 1125: Provide enrollee communciations 
in a variety of languages. 

Sec. 1126: Provide information on patients 
rights. 

Sec. 1128: Coordinate additional payments 
to providers for individuals with cost sharing 
subsidies. 

Sec. 1128: Verify provider credentials and 
licensing. 

Sec. 1128: Demonstrate that sufficient pro
viders are available both in and out of net
work. 

Sec. 1129: Demonstrate that sufficient spe
cialized treatment expertise is available. 

Sec. 1129: Disclose ut111zation review proto
cols to enrollees and providers. 

Sec. 1129: Disclose provider incentives to 
enrollees to make them aware of potential 
quality of care issues. 

Sec. 1141: For supplemental plans, main
tain a loss ratio of at least 90 percent. 

Sec. 1305: Complying with requirements in 
single payor states. 

Sec. 2106: Conduct quality case review of 
sample records. 

Sec. 2106: Reporting instances of abuse, ne
glect, and exploitation. 

Sec. 2106: Reporting of enrollee/provider 
complaints. 

Sec. 3093: Special reporting requirements 
for employers of health care workers. 

Sec. 7111: Pay 1.75 percent Premium Tax. 
Sec. 7112: Conduct test for 25 percent as

sessment on high plans. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, 49 new re

sponsibilities, mandates on business 
under the Mitchell bill. Yes, small 
business people are being burdened by 
health care, but they are being bur
dened by the mandates that are being 
placed on them on the so-called pro
posal to undo that burden. Those are 
the new responsibilities that are be
yond their control. 

I will skip naming some of those, but 
there are 49 of them. Senator MITCHELL 
said in regard to bureaucracy, and he 
has said it over and over and over 
again, this bill, he says, the Mitchell 
bill, is not a Government-run program. 
I heard him say that just a few mo
ments ago. 

Believe it or not, we have counted 
the word "shall." The word "shall" 
means it is not discretionary, you do 
it. If a piece of legislation enacted into 
law and codified into law says "shall," 
you have to do it. If you do not do it, 
there are penal ties, and this bill is full 
of the penalties. 

We have counted the number of 
"shalls" in this legislation-2,681 times 
it does not say this is what we rec
ommend insurers do, this is what we 
recommend businesses do. It says this 
is what "shall" happen; this is what 
"shall" take place. The States " shall" 
comply with these requirements. Small 
business "shall " . comply. The National 
Benefits Board "shall" do these items. 

So when we say this is not a Govern
ment-run program, it does not square 
with the bill. 

I have compiled a primer to the Clin
ton-Mitchell health care bill's new bu
reaucracies, new mandates, and new 
Federal powers. This list identifies by 
section number the mandates, the re
quirements, the new agencies, the bu
reaucracy that is outlined in this 1,448-
page bill. This is 81 pages of print so 
small that my eyes can no longer read 
it, but this lists the 55 new bureauc
racies that are created, a mixture of 
Federal and State government bu
reaucracies that are required under the 
Mitchell bill-55. 

This lists the 815 new duties that are 
given to the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services; probably a new office 
for every one of those and who knows 

how many employees and how much 
money to fund that; 815 duties and pow
ers, new to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services; 83 new duties and 
powers to the Secretary of Labor. 

I could detail what some of those 
are-overseeing State plans, requiring 
certain submissions by medical provid
ers, and on and on it goes. If that is not 
a Government-run program, I do not 
know what is. 

Mr. President, I hope every Member 
will have a chance to leaf through this. 
This is not political rhetoric. This is 
language taken directly from the bill 
and referenced to section numbers. 
Every word in these lists is taken di
rectly from the bill and referenced to 
the section number. So Members do not 
have to see this as just Republican 
rhetoric, Republicans trying to scuttle 
the Mitchell heal th care proposal. This 
is factual, it is there for everybody to 
see, it is there for everybody to ref
erence for themselves. 

The worst thing I have ever done and 
the best thing I have ever done, rel
ative to the legislation that is before 
us, is to take the pledge to read this 
bill, because the rhetoric sounds won
derful and there is plenty of rhetoric to 
go around on both sides. Oftentimes, 
that just is lost in the discussion, and 
pretty soon it all starts to sound alike 
and everybody is saying the same 
thing. 

The reality is this legislation. The 
reality is this legislation, and I just 
challenge every Member of the U.S. 
Senate to read this bill. If you read 
this bill, you will see it as the single 
greatest expansion of Government in 
the history of this Nation. You will see 
it as Government control run amok. 

The goals of the majority leader are 
honorable goals. They are goals shared 
by Republicans. The reforms that are 
outlined in terms of health security, of 
keeping your plan, of not losing it 
when you change jobs, not being denied 
coverage when you are sick, of the 
small business reforms and the insur
ance reforms, they are all incorporated 
in ideas and plans submitted by Repub
licans. We all agree on that. 

Senator Bentsen, not a Republican 
but then Senator Bentsen, a Democrat, 
leader of the Finance Committee, sub
mitted legislation 2 years ago. Had we 
enacted that, the rhetoric would have 
been solved. The problems that the 
rhetoric discloses would have been 
solved. Would it have solved every 
problem in the health care field? No. 
But it would have taken us a long way 
towards heal th care reform. Millions 
and millions of Americans today would 
have health security they now do not 
have because we are presented with 
this or nothing. 

The President has drawn the line in 
the sand and said, ''You enact this and 
nothing less or I will not accept it." 
And so those of us who have worked to
gether to provide meaningful reform 
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and health care for millions of Ameri
cans have nowhere to go. This is the 
bill before us . So if it is this or noth
ing, then we are determined to show 
the American people and our col
leagues what this is. And this has been 
detailed now and outlined in section
by-section form for Members to check 
for themselves. I just think that the 
rhetoric needs to match the reality of 
that with which we are faced. 

With that , Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, first I 

would like to note the presence of my 
friend from California, Senator BOXER. 
I would say to the Senator, I intend to 
speak for about 25 minutes, if that is 
agreeable to her, so that she could ad
just her schedule accordingly. And I 
appreciate her many courtesies which 
have been extended to me for many 
years. I wish to assure her that if I am 
ever in the majority I will try to ex
tend the same courtesies to her that 
she has to me. And I am very appre
ciative not only of her courtesies but 
her friendship. She and I came to the 
House of Representatives together 
longer ago than she would care for me 
to recollect. So I thank the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. President, one of the most oft
used adages I know is that those who 
ignore the lessons of history are 
doomed to repeat them. History teach
es us many things about the prospects 
for this legislation, and in my view 
none of them are favorable . For the 
sake of our Nation, I believe we should 
avoid the errors of the past. 

Among history's most important les
sons-and I would cite five of them- as 
far as health care legislation is con
cerned are , first , a major piece of legis
lation that fundamentally alters our 
basic institutions requires strong bi
partisan endorsement, not a narrow 51-
percent majority; second, any major 
health care bill must be understood 
and endorsed by the public before i t is 
passed if it is to have any chance for 
successful implementation; thir d, Gov
ernment-r un approaches to providing 
health care are overly bureaucratic and 
do not result in quality services or 
consumer sat isfaction; fourth, healt h 
ca re access pr oblem is fundament ally a 
cost pr oblem, and any bill that does 
not strongly addr ess t he cost of health 
care thr ough market forces in my view 
will be doomed to fail; and fifth, the 
cost of entitlements are always under
estimated when first proposed, and it is 
politically impossible to remove them 
once they are enacted. 

I would like to discuss each of these 
lessons to ensure that we do not ignore 
them in the course of this debate. 

First, health care reform requires 
strong bipartisan support. Mr. Presi
dent, this is not an issue that shoul~ be 

decided on a party-line vote with 51 
vote~ in favor and 49 against. This is an 
issue that will affect every American 
in a very personal manner. It will fun
damentally alter an industry that com
prises one-seventh of our economy, and 
history shows us that from major civil 
rights legislation to the creation of 
new Government social programs, if we 
are to truly succeed in changing the 
status quo, it must be done in a man
ner that is supported by the broadest 
cross section of Americans. 

It is clear that this bill is not biparti
san. The objective is to pass it, even by 
a single vote. The Clinton-Mitchell bill 
does not have a strong bipartisan sup
port because it does not have the sup
port of the American public. 

To try to force through a bill that 
the public does not understand, in my 
view, will result in disaster and will 
further undermine the credibility of 
the Congress in the eyes of the Amer
ican people. 

A second lesson of history is that the 
public must understand and support 
the health reform bill that ultimately 
becomes law. History assures us that a 
bill that is not understood by the pub
lic will not be successfully imple
mented. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
of the last time we passed a major 
health care bill that the public did not 
understand that was when the Congress 
enacted the Medicare Catastrophic 
Coverage Act of 1988. Once senior citi
zens learned that they were being 
forced to pay substantially more for 
benefits that did not meet their top 
priori ties and were not worth it for 
many, they stormed our offices with 
angry letters and calls, and I am proud 
to have been the sponsor of the bill 
that repealed this legislation. 

I think it would be useful to review 
the political history of that doomed 
legislation. In 1987, the Medicare Cata
strophic Coverage Act was introduced 
to provide seniors with protection 
against the spiraling costs of illness re
quiring long-term or frequent hos
pitalization. 

On July 22, 1987, the Senate passed 
the measure by an overwhelming 86-to-
11 vote , the House measure bearing the 
same ti tle was passed 302 t o 127. As the 
bill moved thr ough t he legislative 
pr ocess, what happened? Benefit aft er 
benefi t was added. The scope and cost 
of t he legislation changed dramatically 
from the origina l legislation. Good in
t entions were once again paving a r oa d 
t o a destination the public did not un
derstand, want or support. But that did 
not matter to the Congress. We did not 
seek the consultation and endorsement 
of the American people who would have 
to live with our reforms. We were going 
to give them what we decided was best, 
and we did, with the aid and abetment 
and efforts of the AARP. The con
ference report on the catastrophic bill 
passed the Senate 86 to 11 and the 

House by 328 to 72. I voted against the 
conference report even though I was a 
prime cosponsor of the original bill. I 
did so because I listened to the seniors 
of Arizona. 

I was looking back in the RECORD of 
the congressional debate at the time of 
passage of the conference report on 
June 8, 1988. I said at that time-now, 
nearly 6 years ago, over 6 years ago: 

In a speech in my State earlier this week 
at a typical middle-class mobile home park I 
came to find that none of the 80 to 100 sen
iors present supported the conference report. 
First, they protested the fact that the cost of 
the supplemental premium had risen by 50 
percent over that of the supplemental pre
mium under S. 1127. 

That is the original legislation. 
Second, they were extremely upset about 

the fact that participation in the benefit was 
mandatory , regardless of whether or not 
they already had private coverage. Third, 80 
percent of them cited a desire to seek cov
erage of long-term care and they were will
ing to pay an additional $500 to $600 a year 
for such coverage. And last, only 5 percent of 
them supported the prescription drug cov
erage provided in the bill. 

That is what I learned back in 1988. 
That is why I voted against the cata
strophic bill, and that is why inside the 
beltway, by overwhelming numbers, 
this bill was passed. And what hap
pened? What happened, Mr. President, 1 
year later, after the seniors realized 
what the bill did not do, a veritable re
volt ensued. Still Congress balked. Not
withstanding the public outcry, amend
ments offered to delay implementation 
of the catastrophic bill on April 1, June 
7, and July 27, 1989, were defeated. Each 
vote, however, received broader sup
port as public reaction swelled. By Oc
tober of that year, public outrage had 
reached a fever pitch. On October 4, I 
introduced a bill to repeal the onerous 
portions of the bill. The measure was 
passed on October 6 after 11 hours of 
debate and after the defeat of 8 sub
stitute amendments by a vote of 99 t o 
nothing. 

Why was the repeal passed, Mr. Presi
dent? Because the American people de
manded it. Democracy may take time 
but inevitably it works. So we have a 
very clear example of how a major 
change in our health care system start
ed and how it ended. 

That is history, Mr. P resident . We 
should a ll learn from i t. I will tell you 
what I am hearing from the seniors and 
younger people and middle-aged people 
in Arizona, and that is t hey do not un
derstand t his bill. They do not under
stand it. They do not know what it is 
about. They want it explained to them 
before they sign on to it. And by a 2-
to-1 margin they are saying we prefer a 
gradual approach. We prefer a gradual 
approach because we do not want to be 
saddled with Government intervention 
in our health care systems that we do 
not understand. 

Now, maybe, Mr. President, in the 
long run the American people and the 
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people of my State may accept some
thing along these lines. I doubt it. I do 
not think so. But right now they clear
ly do not understand it. How can you 
possibly ask the average American, 
who is working, 8, 10, 12, 16 hours a day, 
5, 6, 7 days a week to understand the 
ramifications of this bill? 

Now, Mr. President, they did not un
derstand catastrophic. It was done in
side the beltway, with AARP. They do 
not understand this. And I do not know 
if this is going to pass or not. 

I do not think anybody in this body 
knows whether this legislation is going 
to pass. If it does, I can predict one 
thing. It will have the same result as 
the catastrophic bill did, only it is not 
going to be the seniors who will be 
lying on the hood of the car of the 
chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee. It will be not be seniors 
who knock the chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee over the 
head with a sign in protest. It will be 
all the American people. 

So I strongly suggest that we learn 
the lesson of history concerning cata
strophic. 

While we do not know how much 
more senior citizens will have to pay 
for these new benefits, preliminary es
timates suggest that over 50 percent of 
beneficiaries will still have to pay for 
their prescription drugs out-of-pocket 
because they will never exceed the 
cost-sharing requirements. They, and 
the many other seniors who currently 
have prescription benefits from other 
sources than Medicare, will still pay 
higher part B premiums for the new 
benefit. This is just one of the thou
sands of new provisions in the Clinton
Mitchell bill that we do not fully un
derstand. 

I would note that the catastrophic 
bill had even more public debate in 
open forums than the current bill. Yet, 
it failed. 

During debate on catastrophic, CBO 
estimates of the cost were woefully in
accurate. The costs of a new skilled 
nursing benefit was increased by 642 
percent in just one year from the origi
nal CBO estimate. Standard benefits 
packages and making people pay for 
benefits that they may not want like 
the catastrophic bill is a recipe for dis
aster. All of these concerns are applica
ble to the Clinton-Mitchell bill. 

Mr. President, the American public 
must know what is in the Clinton
Mitchell bill. We cannot afford another 
fiasco like the Medicare Catastrophic 
Act. 

The third lesson of history is that 
Government-run approaches to provid
ing health care do not work well. They 
are overly bureaucratic and do not re
sult in quality services or consumer 
satisfaction. Supporters of the Clinton
Mi tchell bill are f and of asking Repub
licans whether we would want to repeal 
Medicare, which is a Government-run 
program. Well, of course we would not 

want to repeal Medicare. However, if 
we were to pass Medicare over again, 
we certainly would have designed it 
very differently. Every day, I receive 
letters and calls from seniors about 
problems they have with the Medicare 
bureaucracy and the arbitrary rules 
that it imposes. 

Perhaps as important, the original 
estimates of the combined costs of 
Medicare and Medicaid for the 1990 was 
$18 billion. The reality was that the ac
tual costs had been 10 times that. 
There has not been an entitlement pro
gram in history that has not vastly ex
ceeded the estimated costs at the time 
of passage. Sometimes, as in the case 
of Medicare and Medicaid, by a factor 
of 10. I have had the opportunity to 
deal with other Government-run health 
care systems. 

Other Government-run health care 
systems are even worse. As a member 
of the Armed Services and Indian Af
fairs Committees, I am constantly in
formed about the horror stories associ
ated with the veterans health care sys
tem and the Indian Health Service and 
their bureaucracies. The Clinton
Mitchell bill would make their bu
reaucracies pale in comparison. It in
cludes 50 new bureaucracies, 17 new 
taxes and penal ties, 177 underfunded 
State responsibilities, 818 powers and 
duties of the Department of Health and 
Human Services, 83 powers and duties 
of the Department of Labor, and hun
dreds of new Federal regulations. 

I am not sure we can fit all of these 
on the T-shirt that we made up in re
sponse to the Clinton health care bill. 
We may have to make sure they are all 
extra, extra large. 

Fourth, history tells us that any bill 
that does not strongly address the cost 
of health care through market forces 
will be doomed to fail. Our access prob
lem is basically a result of rising 
health care costs. Costs are simply not 
affordable for many Americans. There 
is nothing in the Clinton-Mitchell bill 
that significantly addresses the prob
lem of rising health care cost, and, in 
fact, it actually makes the situation 
worse. 

For example, the way in which com
munity rating is achieved in the Clin
ton-Mitchell bill, which substantially 
limits premium differentials based on 
age, will dramatically increase the cost 
of coverage for younger individuals. 
This enormous cost shift to those who 
can least afford it will induce many 
young people to drop their coverage. 

Also, the Clinton-Mitchell bill will do 
very little to address our malpractice 
crisis, which is an important cause of 
rising health care costs. Our mal
practice system · is seriously dysfunc
tional. Only 43 cents of every dollar 
spent in the system goes to injured pa
tients. The majority goes to adminis
trative expenses and legal fees. The 
cost of malpractice insurance has 
grown dramatically, increasing by 15 

percent each year from 1982 to 1989. It 
may increase by 19 percent this year. 
These costs, which exceed $6 billion an
nually, are passed on to patients. They 
are creating major access problems in 
certain areas, particularly underserved 
rural areas. 

Thus, it is clear that we need serious 
malpractice reform in this country. 
Unfortunately, the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill does not include any significant 
malpractice ref arm, and may actually 
move the country backward at least a 
decade. Incredibly, it could negate 
positive State laws that have signifi
cantly addressed our malpractice cri
sis. 

The first version of the Clinton
Mitchell bill contemplated a total pre
emption of State malpractice law. 
Such complete preemption of the mal
practice laws of every State would be 
incredible. 

It basically says that Congress knows 
better than all the State legislatures in 
the country. 

It is unclear from its language 
whether the current version of the 
Clinton-Mitchell bill totally or par
tially preempts State malpractice law. 
The language implicitly suggests that 
it totally preempts the field, and noth
ing in the bill states explicitly that it 
does not preempt State law. 

Whether or not it preempts State 
law, the malpractice and medical li
ability reforms that are proposed are 
extremely weak. They only apply to 
cases against a health care provider or 
professional, but not to claim concern
ing a medical product. The most sig
nificant reforms limit lawyer contin
gency fees to about what lawyers are 
now charging, and permit periodic pay
ments of awards. 

While these particular provisions are 
also in the Dole bill, the difference is 
that they are the strongest provisions 
in the Mitchell bill. The Dole and 
Gramm bills contain other vitally 
needed ref arm. 

Mr. President, everyone knows the 
status quo. Some unfortunate individ
ual becomes injured, files a lawsuit and 
seeks compensation in court, wins, and 
before he or she is able to use the 
money to pay medical bills or put his 
or her life back together, the lawyers 
get paid. The fact is that while the in
jured party is still suffering and trying 
to make better his or her lot in life, 
the lawyers get paid first and foremost. 
They often receive large contingency 
fees for settling a case with a minimum 
amount of effort. 

The most egregious example I know 
of was the agent orange case where 
millions of dollars were awarded in the 
case of victims of those who suffered 
from agent orange in the Vietnam war. 
The lawyers got paid first. Many of the 
victims of agent orange died before 
they ever received a penny in com
pensation for the damage that was 
done to their health as a result of 
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agent orange. You tell me, Mr. Presi
dent, why the lawyers should have been 
paid first while American veterans 
were suffering. 

And what does the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill seek to do: Codify the status quo. 
Are our priorities that misguided? The 
status quo is not in anyone 's interest, 
except for the trial lawyers. It is the 
injured, not the lawyers, who we should 
help and protect. The medical mal
practice sections of this bill are wrong 
and must be corrected. 

The Clinton-Mitchell bill requires 
each State to set up alternative dis
pute resolution mechanisms and re
quires exhaustion of these mechanisms 
before a court action may be brought. 
While alternative dispute resolution, 
such as mediation and arbitration, is 
generally a good idea if engaged in vol
untarily, the mandatory way in which 
it would be imposed in this bill would 
be highly inflexible and bureaucratic. 

While the President is fond of lashing 
out at the so-called special interests, 
such as the NFIB which represents the 
many small businesses that create jobs 
in our country, it is interesting that he 
has not spoken out against the enor
mously powerful trial lawyer lobby or 
its well-funded political action com
mittee. 

In fact , President Clinton is only 
concerned about those special interests 
that are not supporting his plan or con
tributing to his political interests. 
Groups such as the Trial Lawyers Asso
ciation that support him are interest
ingly exempt from the pejorative clas
sification as special interests. Coinci
dentally, the largest contributor to the 
Democratic coffers is also the largest 
beneficiary of their ineffectual mal
practice provisions. 

Compare the Mitchell bill 's weak or 
negative malpractice reforms with the 
powerful reforms in the Republican al
ternatives, which include limits on 
noneconomic and punitive damages, 
statutes of limitations for brining 
claims, impro.vements in standards for 
bringing claims, and consumer protec
tions. Our reforms are based on pre
cisely the innovative State laws that 
the Mitchell bill could nullify. These 
reforms are working, and should be al
lowed to continue to work and to be ex
panded throughout the country. 

In addition, the Clinton-Mitchell bill 
is replete with new and unjustified bur
dens on both the private and public 
sectors, including new taxes, mandates, 
regulations, and legislative pork or 
other waste. 

The Senator from Indiana has de
scribed inany of those in detail. So I 
will not. 

One of the most important innova
tions with respect to cost containment 
that is in the Dole bill and many of the 
other bills is the medical savings ac
count. Medical savings accounts are a 
market-oriented approach which would 
substantially increase the cost con-

sciousness of consumers while allowing 
them to stay in control of their health 
care decisions rather than having some 
government bureaucrat make the deci
sions for them. 

Unfortunately, the Mitchell bill does 
not a.uthorize medical savings ac
counts. Overall, the bill does nothing 
to contain costs and therefore, in my 
view, will fail in the long run in its 
goal to enhance access. 

Fifth, Mr. President, history teaches 
us that the cost of entitlements are al
ways underestimated when first pro
posed. When Congress passed Medicare 
in 1965, it predicted that Medicare costs 
in 1990 would be under $10 billion. In 
fact, they were over $100 billion. The 
estimate was wrong by a factor of 10. I 
cannot think of an entitlement pro
gram that we have passed that has not 
cost substantially more than originally 
projected. Once they are in law, they 
develop powerful constituencies that 
ensure they are never, ever, cut back. 

It is particularly ironic that we are 
considering a bill with $1 trillion of 
new entitlements just as the entitle
ments commission is submitting its 
recommendations to do precisely the 
opposite. I can understand specifically 
targeted subsidies for low-income indi
viduals to obtain coverage, but a new 
entitlement for medical schools is in
comprehensible. What is the American 
public going to think when they learn 
we are trying to increase their taxes to 
pay for this nonsense? I commend the 
Senator from Nebraska for his leader
ship on the entitlements commission 
and his warnings about the new enti
tlements in the Clinton-Mitchell bill. 

Again, let us learn from history. The 
exercise we are going through today is 
frighteningly similar to the cata
strophic bill, with one very important 
exception: The reach, scope, and im
pact of the Mitchell health care bill 
dwarfs the Catastrophic Coverage Act. 

While I am on the subject, I wanted 
to again mention the entitlement in 
this bill which is for graduate medical 
education accounts-a new entitlement 
for graduate medical education. For 
that account, the Mitchell bill author
izes expenditures as follows: For the 
academic year 1997. $3.2 million; in 
1998, $3.6 million; in 1999, $5.8 million; 
in 2000, $6.1 million; in 2001, $6.5 mil
lion. In this section of the bill, we are 
authorizing a staggering $23 million for 
graduate medical education and physi
cian training. It appears as if our goal 
here is to make every medical school 
in America a public school. It also 
helps explain why there is so much aca-
demic support for this legislation. . 

Our medical schools are the finest in 
the world and 62 percent of all medical 
students already receive financial aid 
from guaranteed student loan pro
grams. Yet, here we are appropriating 
money for medical research, and we are 
creating a multibillion-dollar entitle
ment program to supplement our medi
cal schools. 

Just like with catastrophic, we start
ed this effort with good intentions to 
address real and fixable problems with 
our health care system. 

Just like with catastrophic, and in 
the classic fashion of Congress, we are 
seizing an opportunity to address dif
ficult and complex problems with the 
same old and ineffective answers, more 
taxes and more bureaucracy. 

Just like catastrophic, we are ignor
ing the will of the American people. 
Polls show that Americans want us to 
tread lightly, go slowly, and do this 
right. But the answer they receive is 
best summed up in the words of one of 
our colleagues that the American peo
ple were going to get heal th care re
form whether they liked it or not. 

Just like catastrophic, politicians 
are lauding the plan with great fanfare 
and moving speeches which are long on 
rhetoric and short on reality. 

Just like catastrophic, those who 
question whether the American people 
would support the new programs it 
would create seem to be voices crying 
in the congressional wilderness. 

But I am afraid that, unlike cata
strophic, staying the present course is 
not something we can undo. Dras
tically changing the way one-seventh 
of our national economy operates is an 
enormous undertaking. The changes 
Congress would effect with this bill-17 
new taxes, vast entitlements, 50 new 
bureaucracies, a job destroying em
ployer mandate, and extensive new 
State mandates-are enormous changes 
that, once started, will be very dif
ficult, if not impossible, to undo. 

History demonstrates that the Clin
ton-Mitchell bill would be a major mis
take for this country. Before we make 
this mistake, we should take the time 
to fully understand the bill, educate 
the public about what is in it, and 
when it is rejected, like the original 
Clinton health care reform bill, pass a 
sensible bill that has the support of the 
Nation. We can still pass a good bill 
this year that enhances access by con
taining costs. There is much that we 
all agree on. However, we must not 
pass legislation that places our excel
lent health care system in the hands of 
the Government. 

As we debate the Mitchell health 
care reform bill , I implore my col
leagues to remember history and not 
doom ourselves to repeat it. The Amer
ican people deserve better. 

I appreciate the patience of my 
friend from California. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, before 

my friend from Arizona leaves, I want 
to thank him for his kind remarks. The 
Senator from Arizona and I sometimes 
disagree, and sometimes we agree. But 
in either case, we never are disagree
able with one another. I think that 
says a lot, because these are difficult 
times and these are rough issues. I ap
preciate his friendship and his decency 
to me at all times. 
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Mr. President, the reason I decided to 

speak this afternoon-and it was not in 
my plan-is I was carefully listening to 
the debate and listening to the words 
of the Senator from New Hampshire, 
my Republican friend from New Hamp
shire, for whom I also have a great deal 
of respect. He used a word in his 
speech, and he said it really from the 
heart, and I believe he feels it. What he 
said is, "I am afraid of my Govern
ment." He said, "I think people are be
ginning to fear their Government." He 
said, "I want the Government to fear 
me." In other words, he wants the Gov
ernment to fear the individual. He does 
not want the individual to fear the 
Government. 

Mr. President, I find that a very dis
turbing statement. America is not 
about fearing one another. It is not 
about us being afraid of our Govern
ment or our Government being afraid 
of us. We are the greatest country in 
the world, and the reason that we are 
the greatest country in the world is be
cause we come together to solve our 
problems. We come together as a com
munity, as a nation, to set aside our 
partisan differences and to find an
swers to the problems that plague us. 

So I was very disturbed to hear all 
this talk about fear and, unfortu
nately, Mr. President, a lot of fear is 
being injected into this debate, some
how setting up the Mitchell bill as 
something to be afraid of. 

I think it is important to, once in a 
while, take out the preamble to the 
Constitution. I do it a lot because I 
think it sets out the reasons why we 
have a Government, and they are the 
most beautiful words. I am going to 
read them. Why do we have a Constitu
tion? Why do we have a Government? 
Here is the answer: 

We the people of the United States, in 
order to form a more perfect Union, establish 
Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, pro
vide for the common defence, promote the 
general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of 
Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity * * * 

That is why we have a Government. 
That is why we have this U.S. Senate 
and the House of Representatives over 
on the other side, where I was proud to 
serve for 10 years. And together we 
work-men and women of goodwill
and we compromise, and we debate and 
argue, and we do the best we can for 
those reasons: ''to form a more perfect 
Union, establish Justice, insure domes
tic Tranquility," and all of the other 
things I just read. 

When we say that we fear our Gov
ernment, I think that kind of talk un
dermines what we are. We are a Gov
ernment of, by, and for the people. 
What is domestic tranquility? I have 
already said that it is one of the main 
reasons that we have a Government. 
Domestic tranquillity, to me, means 
peace at home, peace in our own 
homes, peace in our cities where we 

. live, in our counties, our rural areas, 

peace in our Nation, and peace in our 
States. Domestic tranquillity. 

How does the heal th care reform de
bate coincide with the reasons that we 
are here for domestic tranquillity? Mr. 
President, you have long worked to 
bring about health care reform for this 
country, and I think you and I, and 
many Members on both sides of the 
aisle, understand that it is very dif
ficult to have domestic tranquillity 
when we have the kind of crime that 
we have in our country today. That is 
why it is so important to pass that 
crime bill. You and I know it is hard to 
have domestic tranquillity when you 
cannot get a job for your family and 
provide for them and you cannot afford 
a decent education for your kids. 

And, yes, Mr. President, it is hard to 
find domestic tranquility when you are 
so afraid that you are going to go 
broke if someone gets sick because 
your insurance for health is canceled. 
Or when you go to the doctor and find 
out you have "a preexisting condi
tion," say, high blood pressure, and 
then the insurance company says, 
"Sorry, we cannot take you until you 
pay an inordinate premium," which 
you cannot afford. It is very hard to 
find domestic tranquility under those 
circumstances. 

How about when an insurance com
pany disappears out of your life when 
you need it most? Can you find domes
tic tranquility when you counted on 
heal th insurance and suddenly the 
company walks out on you because you 
get sick? That is what happens to a lot 
of our people. I have met them. I have 
seen them. I bet every one of us knows 
such a case. 

It is hard to have domestic tran
quility when you suddenly find out 
that in the small print of your health 
insurance policy it says that there is a 
lifetime limit. So if someone gets sick 
in your family and it is a catastrophe 
and it bleeds every dollar, you are told 
by your insurance company, "Sorry, 
you are out; you have reached a life
time limit." 

I have seen people who have had that 
problem. They did everything right. 
They paid their premiums. They are 
hardworking. All they did was get sick, 
and the sickness was a devastating one, 
and they reached the lifetime cap. 

I have seen it where little children 
who get a serious illness reach the life
time cap at age 6, 7, or 8. 

It is hard to have domestic tran
quility when you may be forced to di
vorce your spouse so that one of you 
gets to keep some assets and then the 
other one appeals to the Government 
for help. You cannot have domestic 
tranquility under that circumstance. 

So I say that if we are about any
thing here, it has to be about the Con
stitution. How can we avoid a situation 
that leads to our families being wor
ried, if they have insurance, worried 
that they lose insurance; if they have a 

job that gets insurance, worried if they 
change their job they will not get in
surance; worried if they get sick they 
will be kicked out. 

I say it is our constitutional obliga
tion to fix this problem. And, yes, we 
have been debating for 50 hours-50 
hours-one amendment, a good amend
ment. We are ready to amend this bill. 
We are ready to make it better. Sen
ator MITCHELL himself voted for the 
Dodd amendment. He is willing to 
amend his bill. He is willing to make it 
better. 

(Mr. REID assumed the chair.) 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I re

member when I was over in the House, 
a young man came to see me. I have 
told this story a couple times. His 
name was Andy Azevedo, 16 years old, a 
strapping young man. I was so proud 
that the majority leader actually told 
the story when the majority leader in
troduced his bill. At that time -it was 
many years ago-I did not know· that 
much about the insurance crisis. This 
young man came to see me, and he 
said: "You know, Congresswoman"-! 
was a Congresswoman at that time 
from the San Francisco Bay area. He 
said: 

Congresswoman, I am worried. I have had 
cancer, but I am OK now. I know when I am 
off my parents' policy when I graduate from 
college I will not be able to get insurance be
cause they will say I have a preexisting con
dition. Can you help me with this? Can you 
do something about it? 

That is when I got involved in this 
issue. 

Later, Andy had an occurrence of the 
cancer. His insurance policy would not 
cover certain treatments that he need
ed. I went to bake sales in Petaluma, 
CA, to help his family raise money for 
him. 

This is a proud family. This is a farm 
family. This is a hardworking family. 
They did not have domestic tranquility 
for a long time, and then they lost 
Andy. I promised his mother that we 
would, in fact, pass health insurance 
reform. 

It is hard to be tranquil when you 
watch the talking day after day. And 
why am I doing it? Why am I partici
pating in it? It is because I feel it is 
important to answer some of the words 
on the other side that deal with fear, 
because I know people are watching 
this debate. I want to have a chance to 
tell people, if we do nothing, you 
should be afraid. If we do nothing, you 
should be afraid. If we do something, 
you should have heart because we 
know what the problems are. Everyone 
knows what the problems are. It is not 
the sole province of a Democrat to 
know what the problems are. The Re
publicans know. They know what it is 
like to worry about a child. They un
derstand. 

The question is, when do we write 
this bill? You know in the Senate we 
amend every bill that comes before us . 
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I have yet to see a bill, very few
maybe on very small issues-I have yet 
to see a major bill that was not amend
ed and made better or sometimes made 
worse. And then we decide if we think 
it was made better or made worse and 
do we feel it is worth voting for. That 
is what legislating around here is 
about. 

You know, I was also interested the 
other day when the Senator from Mis
souri, a very respected Senator, took 
to the floor and said that he was upset 
about the Mitchell bill because it pro
vided a new benefit to Medicare recipi
ents. It provided actually two new ben
efits, and he did not think we could af
ford to do it. One of them was prescrip
tion drugs, the other inhome care. And 
he felt even though he knew these were 
important benefits, we simply could 
not take that on. It was too difficult. 

I remember when my kids were 
young I read them a little book about 
the Little Engine That Could. Every
one said, "It can't be done, it can't be 
done, it can't be done." But the Little 
Engine That Could said, "It can be 
done, it can be done, it can be done." 

Yes, it is hard. It is hard for a little 
engine to go up a steep hill. It is hard 
for this Congress to solve the heal th 
care reform battle. But we are in it, 
and I think we can figure out a way to 
do it in a cost-effective manner. And if 
there are those who feel we should not 
have a prescription drug benefit to our 
elderly, let them vote against it. Let 
them make the amendment. But let us 
not hear them say we cannot work 
with the Mitchell bill. We can amend 
the Mitchell bill. 

I like the prescription drug benefit. I 
like the fact that we will have inhome 
care for our seniors. Yes, they will pay 
for some of it. But let us help them. I 
do not want to see grandmas and 
grandpas have to go to a nursing home 
when it is actually more humane and 
more cost effective to keep them in 
their homes. And the Mitchell bill 
starts us on that road. That is sensible. 

You know, it is hard to see our people 
feeling tranquil-and we talked about 
domestic tranquility-when they see 
Senators on this floor, who belong to 
the Federal Employee Heal th Benefit 
Plan, stand up here and say it is good 
for us but we do not think you ought to 
have it. And I think the majority lead
er pointed that out in a brilliant fash
ion. We have it. It is a good plan. What 
is it? It is organized by the Federal 
Government. It is private insurance. 
We can choose the plan we want. We 
get options and choices galore. Our em
ployer pays 72 percent of it. We pay the 
rest. And we have peace of mind. 

I want to see that for my constitu
ents. I want to see that for all Ameri
cans-a chance to get access to that 
plan. In the Mitchell bill, you get ac
cess to that plan if you want it. It does 
not force you to, but it makes it avail
able. 

So I have to say that I welcome rea
sonable debate, and I see some of my 
colleagues are here so I will finish up 
in the next few minutes, probably an
other 5 or 6 minutes. I welcome reason
able debate and we all do. I want to 
start debating amendments. We de
bated a good amendment last night. As 
I said, the majority leader voted for 
that amendment; so did the Senator 
from New York, Senator MOYNIHAN; so 
did the Senator from Massachusetts, 
Senator KENNEDY. They did not say we 
are not going to vote for this amend
ment because it did not come out that 
way in our committee. The Senator 
from South Dakota, another leader in 
this battle, supported the Dodd amend
ment. We are open to change. We are 
open to amendment. We are open to 
making this bill better. 

Mr. President, could we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California is right. The Sen
ate is not in order. Senators will re
frain from speaking in the Chamber un
less addressing the Chair. 

The Senator from California will con
tinue. 

Mrs. BOXER. So we need to solve the 
problems of our Nation. Read the pre
amble of this Constitution. It is real 
clear on what we are supposed to do. In 
short, the message is tranquility. Very 
important. And part of that is making 
sure our people are not scared-scared 
that they many lose their health insur
ance; and, by the way, Mr. President, 
scared that they will not be gunned 
down in the street by an assault weap
on. 

And we have our Republican friends 
over on the House side, except for 11 of 
them, voting against the rule to bring 
up the crime bill , saying that there was 
pork in it. One-hundred thousand po
lice on the streets, is that pork? I say 
it is a necessity. Billions of dollars for 
prisons? I say it is a necessity. 

The violence against women act, 
which is included in that bill, is an ab
solute necessity. Every 6 minutes a 
woman is raped in our country. Every 
15 seconds a woman is beaten; 1,400 a 
year are killed by a boyfriend or a 
spouse, and they are stalked. The 
crime bill is a comprehensive solution, 
Mr. President, to a national disgrace. 

So they talk and talk over there, but 
they do not get to the guts of it. The 
guts of it is, they are afraid of the Na
tional Rifle Association. That is the 
guts of it. And they want to bring down 
our President. That is the truth of it. I 
hope the American people are waking 
up, waking up to the truth, the reality 
of what is going on here. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me say 
this. The majority leader has set out a 
framework. It is not a perfect frame
work. I have some amendments I am 
going to offer. I am looking forward to 
making the bill better. 

But I have to tell you, from the larg
est State in the Union, when you look 

at numbers like this: 6 million unin
sured Californians. Nearly one in four 
Californians under the age of 65 is un
insured. Of the uninsured, over 5 mil
lion are from families in which at least 
one spouse works. So we are talking 
about working people who do not have 
insurance. We are talking about 1.3 
million uninsured children in Calif or
nia. 

So I will tell you, I will stay here 
night and day, I will stay here around 
the clock for those children and those 
women and those men and those hard
working families. I will work. I will 
support some of the amendments that 
come forward. I will work against oth
ers. 

But, it is time. It is time to vote on 
the crime bill. It is time to fix a broken 
heal th care system. 

Let us stop injecting fear into this 
debate. We should not fear our Govern
ment and our Government should not 
fear us, because we are a Government 
of, by, and for the people. 

It is our job to get on with it, and 
provide the domestic tranquility for 
each and every American. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the 

Senate's effort to reform the American 
system of health care has important 
consequences for all Americans. It will 
determine the availability and the ex
tent of health care for each of us. It 
will determine in part how long our 
parents will live and how healthy our 
children will be. 

As we debate this issue, let us re
member what brought us here in the 
first place. We are not debating this 
issue by chance. There is a reason why 
we all speak of this effort as heal th 
care "reform." In dozens of living 
rooms and conference halls, in emer
gency rooms of hospitals, and on the 
street corners, the message that I hear 
from the people of New Jersey is that 
we need reform. Our current system is 
not working as it should. Those who 
have health coverage are paying too 
much for it and those without health 
coverage deserve it. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Sen
ate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey may proceed. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, what 
people want the most is some control 
of escalating health care costs. What 
people fear the most is losing their 
health care if they change jobs or get 
laid off or lose a job because of a cor
porate bankruptcy. What perplexes 
them, as well, when they are con
fronted with all of these escalating 
costs of heal th care, is the power of the 
insurance industry. 

Want coverage for your heart prob
lem? The insurance company says no, 
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because it is a preexisting condition. In creative destruction, as Schumpeter 
other words, the insurance company referred to the phenomenon of ineffi
will insure you for everything but the cient firms being put out of business by 
heart condition that is most likely to efficient ones, cannot be translated to 
generate the health costs for your fam- the individual level when it comes to 
ily. health care, workers who lose their 

In confronting skyrocketing health jobs, or move to another job. Workers 
care costs, small business is left to the who lose their jobs, or move to another 
mercy of insurance companies. Small job, or for whatever reason have lost 
businesses have no leverage to nego- their health insurance, should in fact 
tiate with insurance companies. Too not lose their health care. 
often, they are presented with a take- These individuals need some help, 
it-or-leave-it choice that only offers some assurance that their health and 
exorbitant costs for health care cov- lives will not be endangered by unfet
erage. tered market forces. It is the job of 

Each of us can enumerate countless Government to protect the public 
occasions in our States when we have health and welfare in the short and 
had interactions with small business long term of its citizens. How to do 
people who simply said they cannot af- this in the area of health care is the es
ford to cover the workers in their par- sence of what this debate is all about. 
ticular small business. They cannot af- Our fundamental goal should be to 
ford to cover because they were told by enable a competitive health care mar
the insurance company that it is $6,000 ketplace to keep · people healthy but 
or $7,000 a person and they have no le- take care of them when it does not. By 
verage to negotiate with the insurance and large, America's health care sys
company. tern is an excellent system, but it does 

If you get open heart surgery, the tab have a few glaring faults. We should 
is $49,000; a caesarean section birth, not block or undermine those elements 
$7,500. Remarkably, women of higher that work in our current system. We 
income have more cesarean section should fix those areas that do not work 
births. I do not think that is related to and, in so doing, improve the overall 
a differential in the size of the birth system. 
canal. It is related to the ability to af- Recent trends suggest the health 
ford to pay. care markets are becoming more com-

And a visit to an orthopedist, s300 for petitive and efficient. We can spur that 
the first visit, $175 for each visit after process by ensuring that insurance 
that. companies compete on price and qual-

Most people have become accustomed ity, not on their ability to omit high-
to good health care, even with these risk patients. Managed competition is 
costs, but health care simply costs too beginning to bring better health care 

at lower prices to many Americans. 
much; more than it should cost. The bill that is before us at this mo-

When President Clinton proposed ment, offered by Senator MITCHELL, is 
health care reform last year, none of us really the result of many conversations 
thought he was imagining the problem. with many individuals and builds on 
There was a consensus that we should the work that was done in the Finance 
act; that we should do something. The Committee, addresses some of the per
political noise of the last 12 months sistent problems. For example, it 
aside, health care reform is as needed eliminates preexisting conditions from 
today as it was then. The families who insurance coverage considerations. It 
need it are still in New Jersey and all assures portability so that the loss of a 
of our States. The families that do not job or the pursuit of a better job will 
have the health coverage need it as not mean the loss of health care bene
much today as they did a year ago. All fits. It allows small businesses to bar
of us who are paying health costs are gain for insurance as purchasing units, 
paying too much today just as we were giving employers and employees need
paying too much a year ago. ed leverage to drive their health care 

Real pro bl ems-and these are real costs down. 
problems-deserve and demand real re- These are good steps but they do not 
form. But just as we cannot forget attain the level of reform that is need
what brought us here, neither can we ed. Two specific problems are foremost 
forget how our p0litical economy opti- in defining the health care crisis. I 
mally functions. To allocate resources stated them earlier. Too many people 
and services through the market en- do not have health care coverage, too 
sures the greatest efficiency. It gives many people cannot afford to get 
the consumer the highest quality, the health care coverage, and costs are ac-
greatest selection, the lowest price. celerating. 

To ask the Government to replace The greater the number of people 
the 1market generates bureaucracy and who are not covered, the more the rest 
red~ces individual freedom, as the of us pay. It is a fairly simple ele
state makes decisions that previously ' mental principle of insurance. When an 
were made by the individual. At the uninsured person shows up at an emer
same time, it is the responsibility of gency room, he is not turned away. He 
the State to ensure that the market's receives care and the rest of us pay his 
destructive effect does not wreck the bill in/ the form of an increase of our 
lives of human beings. The so-called premiums. It is as simple as that. 

The only real answer to the crisis of 
37 million uninsured Americans is uni
versal health care coverage. It is the 
only answer for the nearly 1 million 
uninsured individuals in the State of 
New Jersey. There is human misery of 
enormous proportions in our c6untry 
because people cannot get heal th care 
coverage. In all the talk about CBO, 
HMO's, fee for service, triggered man
dates, premium caps and so on and so 
forth, we must not forget our simple 
moral obligation. Expanding coverage 
and making heal th care affordable are 
the only ways to address the crying 
need of our fellow citizens for basic 
health care coverage. 

The bonus here is that by assuring 
coverage, we will also reduce costs by 
eliminating the shifting of costs from 
the uninsured who show up at the 
emergency room, to all those of us who 
are lucky enough to have health care 
plans but have to pay for the uninsured 
through our higher pr.emiums. 

I also believe the only proper way to 
achieve uni versa! coverage is through a 
system of shared responsibility. I have 
said this from the beginning of this de
bate. That means everyone contrib
utes: Employers and employees. No one 
is solely responsible for our health care 
crisis and no one should be solely re
sponsible for solving it. 

The bill before us has a provision 
that does embody that shared respon
sibility. Nor is the promise of the 
shared responsibility and universal 
coverage an empty promise in this bill. 
The bill provides subsidies that will 
make coverage a reality for millions of 
Americans who today do not have any. 
It recognizes that without these sub
sidies, millions of American families 
simply cannot afford the coverage and 
do not have the coverage; 37 million 
Americans, and more each year. 

Still, there will be difficulties with 
the overall cost of heal th care coverage 
if we do not properly contain these spi
raling costs. The rest of our good work 
could be in jeopardy. Without cost con
tainment, the promise of universal cov
erage is a hollow promise. Without cost 
containment, our workers will con
tinue to see their take-home pay stag
nate. But the issue of cost containment 
is the elephant in the room that every
one knows is there but no one wants to 
acknowledge. 

You can stand up on this floor and 
promise this new benefit and that new 
entitlement and this new program and 
pledge to cut this tax, and that tax, 
and pledge to cut this spending pro
gram, and that spending program, but 
no one wants to address the reality 
that stares us in the face, which is the 
need for cost containment. It is an 
issue that is simply not going to go 
away. 

In that context, the proposal before 
us offered by Senator MITCHELL ad
dresses the issue of cost containment, 
and he deserves credit for attempting 
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to do so. I have a number of concerns 
with the bill that is before us related 
to bureaucracy, related to the unin
tended consequences of well-intended 
provisions, related to the method of 
cost containment put forward in the 
proposal, and the number of people 
upon whom it could place a financial 
burden. 

I hope it is possible over the next sev
eral days and weeks to work with Sen
ator MITCHELL and others to craft an 
alternative that is more equitable and 
more efficient in containing costs. I 
have spent a lot of hours meeting with 
the so-called mainstream group in 
which I participated from the begin
ning. I agree with some of the things 
that the group has discussed. I disagree 
with other things the group has dis
cussed. 

I have worked with Senator MITCH
ELL in putting forward his bill. I agree 
with some of the things he has sug
gested and disagree with other things 
that he suggested, as I have enumer
ated. The fact is, we have come up to 
the issue of national health insurance 
any number of times in the last 50 
years and every time that we have got
ten close to doing it-meaning a White 
House that is interested, whether it is 
a Republican or a Democrat, and a 
Congress that seems to be amenable to 
considering some of the tough choices 
embodied in providing national health 
insurance-something has happened 
and we always have backed away. We 
have always backed away in my opin
ion because the people who say "my 
way or no way" have always won. 

At some point in this process, the di
alog that is necessary for successful 
legislation has broken down. Maybe it 
is partisanship in some cases. Maybe it 
is the strength of a particular interest 
group in other cases. Maybe it is per
sonality conflicts in some cases. 

For whatever the reason, whether it 
was 1977 with modest hospital cost con
tainment, whether it was 1972 with cat
astrophic heal th insurance for all 
Americans, or whether it was any 
other time when the issue has reached 
the point where it actually was within 
our grasp, one of several things has oc
curred. 

It is my hope that there will be no 
non-negotiable demands and that we 
will recognize the legislative process 
for what it is, which is a chance to ad
dress the basic questions. If you ri
gidify and confront, you have neither 
the fluidity nor the flexibility to get to 
the answer that is at the core of the 
problem, which in this case is cost and 
coverage. 

So, Mr. President, our challenge is 
complex, but our purpose is clear and 
simple: It is my hope that the Senate 
will rise to this challenge and fulfill 
this purpose, and that when our work 
is done, we will have produced legisla
tion that works for New Jersey and for 
the Nation. I yield the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. KERREY. I wonder if the Senator 

will yield. I wonder if the Senator from 
New Jersey will answer a couple of 
questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from Nebraska will withhold, 
the Senator yielded the floor and the 
manager of the bill sought recognition. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If my good friend 
will withhold a moment, I would like 
to propose a unanimous-consent agree
ment, and then we will resume this 
matter. Is that agreeable to the Sen
ators? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York, the manager, has 
the floor. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that upon the com
pletion of the exchange of questions be
tween the Senator from Nebraska and 
the Senator from New Jersey and a 10-
minute statement by the Senator from 
Colorado on an unrelated matter, that 
we proceed to the Nickles-Moynihan 
amendment; that Mr. NICKLES, in the 
first instance, be recognized to offer 
that amendment striking section 1309 
of the Mitchell substitute; that there 
be 3 hours for debate on that amend
ment, equally divided between Senator 
PACKWOOD and myself; that no amend
ments to the language proposed to be 
stricken be in order; that at the con
clusion or yielding back of time, the 
Senate vote on Senator NICKLES' 
amendment with the expectation that 
that will be the last legislative busi
ness of the day with respect to the bill 
before us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has propounded a 
unanimous-consent request. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I just 

wanted to ask the distinguished Sen
ator from New Jersey, who has just 
given a thoughtful presentation on 
heal th care and I think a very powerful 
argument for using the forces of the 
market to control costs. 

The market in the last 3 years has 
done an unprecedented job; in fact, 
there has been an unprecedented shift 
in the marketplace to managed care 
and that management of care has pro
duced reduction of costs. I have sat 
here and listened to people come to the 
floor, particularly I say with all due re
spect to my friends on the other side of 
the aisle, with whom I think I agree on 
this issue, that we should move away 
from Government regulation and Gov
ernment controls, but I hear some 
statements being made on the other 
side of the aisle that I think are, in 
fact, in .conflict with other principles 
that they are espousing. 

I ask the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey, if we move to the market-

place, does it necessarily mean-using 
market forces-that an individual is 
going to have a complete and unre
stricted choice of doctor or any other 
sort of thing that they want? 

Is it not true that for those on the 
other side of the aisle, with whom I 
agree I believe on this issue that we 
ought to allow the market to work and 
move to managed care and use the 
management of care, that we need to 
disclose that part which means that we 
do accept in a voluntary fashion, pre
sumably, some limitation, some re
striction of our choice of doctors? Is 
that essentially what goes on if we use 
the marketplace? Are we not to a cer
tain extent accepting that there is 
going to be some limitation on choice? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I say 
to the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska, it depends on the ultimate 
form of this legislation. If we were to 
lock people in to managed care with no 
point-of-service option, then they 
would have a restriction on choice. If 
we have a point-of-service option, it 
means that they can join a large group 
based upon the doctors that are in the 
group. They will often make the choice 
as to which group they would like to be 
a part of because their family physi
cian is in the group, or good heart doc
tors are in the group, or whatever. 
That group could be as large as the 
Mayo Clinic; it could be as small as a 
major urban area. If they join, they 
join because of the doctors that they 
see in that group; therefore, they have 
chosen to join the group because of the 
doctors. 

If you have point of service, you have 
the option. God forbid something 
strikes and you get a disease that none 
of the doctors in the group you feel are 
adequate to treat you, and you want to 
go see some body else someplace else in 
the United States. You have that op
tion, under a point-of-service plan. You 
will pay a little bit more, but you will 
have that option. 

But the basic thought involved, as 
the Senator has suggested, that man
aged competition forces the consumer 
to make choices is correct. 

Mr. KERREY. Just to be clear on this 
so my colleagu.es understand what I am 
talking about, I am a service-con
nected disabled veteran. I was injured 
in the war in Vietnam in March 1969 
and lost the lower part of a limb. As a 
consequence of that disability, I am 
considered to be eligible for care from 
a Veterans' Administration hospital. 

The Government does not make my 
prosthetic devices. I am allowed to 
choose and go wherever I want. They 
authorize it. I have to wait in line 
sometimes. I hear people talking about 
that. It is true. I cannot just go and get 
whatever I want. I have to get it au
thorized, I have to get it approved, but 
I choose wherever I want to go. 

If I was in an HMO without that 
point-of-service option, which is a mar
ket alternative-to be clear to my 
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friends on the other side of the aisle, 
understand, I intend to come here and 
challenge you every single time if you 
come here and say that I want the mar
ket to take care of it. If you are not 
prepared to engage in a discussion of 
what that market does, that market 
taking care of it means as people move 
to managed care, somebody, not in the 
Government, but somebody in the pri
vate sector is going to say no to them, 
is that not true? 

Is it not true what happens? It is not 
a Government bureaucrat? I heard my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
come down and blister the Mitchell 
proposal-and I am not a supporter of 
the Mitchell proposal. I have identified 
a number of areas where I think it does 
vest too much power in the Federal 
Government to make decisions-but do 
not come to this floor and expect to be 
unchallenged with a statement that 
says that the market gives you unre
stricted choice. It does not. 

I have an increasing number of citi
zens in Omaha, NE, for example, that 
are finding themselves choosing HMO's 
or PPO's. They are finding themselves 
all of a sudden not with a Government 
bureaucrat saying no to them, they are 
finding a private sector bureaucrat 
saying no to them. 

I just want to make it clear that the 
point I am trying to make with the dis
tinguished Senator from New Jersey
with whom I agree; I agree we ought to 
use the market to control-but is not 
inherent in that that somebody is 
going to be managing the care and 
making some decisions independent of 
what I might think I want? 

Mr. BRADLEY. If the so-called man
aged care providers in my State are 
any example-and New Jersey is not as 
well developed as a State like Min
nesota, for example, or Oregon-there 
is a phase this goes through. First 
there is a managed cost. That is a dan
gerous phase because you are telling 
people you cannot continue to spend 
the way you have spent on health care. 
Then you move through that to man
aged care, where the group has as its 
purpose maintaining and enhancing the 
wellness of its members. And that is 
the hope of the market, as a mecha
nism to improve the heal th of the 
American people. 

Now, you should not be under any il
lusion, and the Senator's example of 
the Veterans Administration is one ex
ample-the other example is the con
tinued existence of Medicare. No one is 
proposing eliminating Medicare. That 
is a very big Government program. 

Mr. KERREY. It is $160 billion a year. 
Mr. BRADLEY. It is a very big pur

chaser out there. So we are going to 
end up with a mixed system where you 
have a managed competition, but you 
also have Government as a very big 
purchaser of health care, either in the 
Veterans Administration or through 
Medicare, and as a result because it is 

such a large purchaser, it will have an 
influence on all of health care in the 
country. 

So I would say to the Senator that 
we will end up with a mix of private 
managed competition as well as Gov
ernment involvement. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend from New Jersey that I find 
myself almost equally irritated some
times with Democrats who are willing 
to vote for things that provide new 
benefits without any money attached
! voted last night against the Dodd pro
posal because I saw it doing that-and 
Republicans who come to the floor and 
suggest somehow that the market is 
going to increase choice. It does not 
necessarily follow that that is the case. 
If we believe that costs are the number 
one problem, that cost containment 
needs to occur, you cannot contain 
costs without affecting either some
body's income or somebody's desire for 
unrestricted opportunity in the health 
care marketplace. 

I think it is very important in this 
debate that we come to the American 
people and try to tell them not only 
the truth about what works and what 
does not work, but it seems to me the 
truth about where Government's role 
ought to be in all this. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the Senator 
for his question, and I agree with him. 
As I tried to say in my statement, cost 
containment is the elephant in the 
room that nobody wants to acknowl
edge. It is there. And I think before 
this debate has concluded, we are going 
to have some very interesting discus
sion about cost containment because 
we will not be able to avoid it. Right 
now we are avoiding it. 

We will not be able to avoid it be
cause it is my prediction that there 
will not be enough votes in this Cham
ber to pass a bill if it is avoided, be
cause the old days of simply adding 
more and more benefits without worry
ing about costs are, frankly, over. I do 
not think you are going to find 51 votes 
saying let us move ahead with a lot of 
new benefits but not pay for them. I 
think that there will then be several 
options, several opinions as to how best 
to control those costs, and that will be 
a debate for another day. But right now 
I have to yield the floor to the distin
guished Republican manager, my col
league from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. I thank the chair. 

U.S. VISIT BY GENERAL XU 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, let me 

express my appreciation for being al
lowed to interject into this debate. I 
wanted to make comments with regard 
to the visit of General Xu to Washing
ton, DC. And I rise because I think this 
is a matter that freedom-loving people 

around the world have a right to be 
concerned about. 

General Xu arrived in Washington 
yesterday. He is attending meetings at 
the Pentagon, our Pentagon, both 
today and tomorrow. After leaving 
Washington, he will travel as a guest of 
our Defense Department to tour our 
Naval and Air Force facilities. General 
Xu will then visit the U.S. Naval Acad
emy in Annapolis and will conclude his 
trip with a stop in Hawaii, meeting 
with the U.S. Commander-in-Chief of 
the Pacific. 

Mr. President, according to the De
fense Department press release, on Au
gust 15 General Xu will be met upon his 
arrival at the Pentagon by our Sec
retary of Defense Perry, who will host 
an honor cordon. 

An honor cordon is literally a red 
carpet arrival ceremony in General 
Xu's honor. 

Who is this general that we honor? 
General Xu fought with the Chinese 
and the North Koreans in their inva
sion of South Korea. He has held the 
No. 2 position in the Communist Chi
nese army since 1987. And even though 
he is No. 2 in the army, he is consid
ered by many Chinese experts to be the 
most powerful officer in the Chinese 
People's Liberation Army. He literally 
has day-to-day responsibility for the 
PLA operations, and has primary re
sponsibility for the People's Liberation 
Army plans with regard to Tai wan and 
Hong Kong. He was the primary drafter 
of the Chinese defense law. 

Mr. President, we are trained from 
the time we are children to be gracious 
as hosts, to welcome visitors to our 
home and our country. But this indi
vidual, General Xu, is one of those who 
bears primary responsibility for order
ing the Tiananmen Square massacre of 
peaceful Chinese prodemocracy dem
onstrators. 

Mr. President, to welcome into this 
country the Butcher of Beijing, to lit
erally roll out the red carpet at the 
Pentagon for someone who master
minded the slaughter of innocent chil
dren in Tiananmen Square when they 
spoke out for democracy, is an outrage. 
It is a mark of shame upon everyone 
associated with this kind of ceremony. 

I have enormous respect for our Sec
retary of Defense, and I cannot believe 
that he would be comfortable with this 
decision if he were familiar with Gen
eral Xu 's background and past. It is an 
almost unparalleled flip-flop of policy. 
The President of the United States said 
this in "Putting People First." 

We will condition favorable trade terms 
with repressive regimes-such as China's 
Communist regime-on respect for human 
rights, political liberalization, and respon
sible international conduct. 

How do you square this red-carpet 
welcome of the Butcher of Beijing with 
that statement? Mr. President, you 
cannot do it. This Nation is entitled to 
have our leaders act respectfully to
ward foreign leaders. I have no ques
tion about that. But to roll out the red 



August 17, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22773 
carpet for the Butcher of Beijing, when 
we have just gotten through refusing 
to allow the democratically elected 
President of Taiwan even to stay over
night in this country, is incredible. 

Over 20 major U.S. newspapers have 
editorialized in favor of allowing Presi
dent Lee, the President of Taiwan, to 
visit, including the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, the Los Angeles 
Times, the Wall Street Journal, the 
Rocky Mountain News, and the Balti
more Sun. To welcome to this country 
with a red carpet the Butcher of 
Beijing and to refuse to allow the 
democratically elected President of 
Taiwan to stay overnight is the kind of 
foreign policy I do not understand, and 
I do not think the American people un
derstand. It is duplicitous and it adds 
shame where there should be honor. 

Mr. President, more important than 
anything else, we need to be true to 
ourselves in the conduct of foreign pol
icy. The Butcher of Beijing does not de
serve the red-carpet treatment, and our 
friend in Taiwan, who stands side by 
side with us, does not deserve to be 
prohibited from visiting. 

I yield the floor. 

HEALTH SECURITY ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the time is now al
located equally between the two man
agers of the bill, with the Senator from 
Oklahoma to offer an amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2563 

(Purpose: To provide for general enforcement 
of employer requirements) 

Mr. NICKLES. I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK
LES], for himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. PACK
WOOD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COATS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. DASCHLE, and 
Mr. STEVENS, proposes an amendment num
bered 2563: 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 145, strike lines 1 through 5. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 

might I ask to address the Senator. 
That is to be an amendment for himself 
and for the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
record will reflect that the amendment 
is offered on behalf of the Senator from 
Oklahoma and the Senator from New 
York, Senators NICKLES and MOYNIHAN. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President,. I thank 
my friend and colleague from New 
York for cosponsoring this amendment 
and also for his cooperation on it. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen
ators PACKWOOD, GREGG, . COATS, 

D' AMATO, GRASSLEY, and DASCHLE be 
added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, on Au
gust 3, President Clinton had a press 
conference and had an opening state
ment encouraging enactment of health 
care. And in his opening statement he 
stated: 

You can keep your own plan, or pick a bet
ter one. 

Mr. President, that statement was 
not correct if you read the Mitchell
Clinton bill. That statement has both
ered me a lot because I think it is aw
fully important when we talk about 
health care that we be factual. I know 
a lot of people maybe have said that 
one side or other distorts the facts. I 
would like to talk about that. 

I had a press conference yesterday 
where I was critical of this statement 
because I think the statement is flatly 
incorrect. It is not true, because, 
frankly, under the bill we have before 
us, there are a lot of heal th care plans 
and a lot of proposals-actually the 
majority of the proposals-that are in 
the country today that would be illegal 
under the Clinton-Mitchell proposal. 
They would not be allowed. I will men
tion several of these. 

One, if you have a plan that is less 
generous-in other words, if you do not 
offer the standard benefits package, 
something significantly less than the 
standard benefits package, you cannot 
keep it. I refer to the bill. 

I would like to keep my comments 
very factual. I would just refer my col
leagues to page 137 of the bill. It says 
an employer shall make the plan avail
able which provides the standard bene
fits. It does not say less than the stand
ard benefits. 

Keep in mind that under the Mitch
ell-Clinton plan, you can offer a stand
ard benefits package, and an individual 
can also buy an alternative standard 
benefits package with the high deduct
ible. But it is still the Government-de
fined standard benefits package. You 
cannot come up with a different . plan, 
one that is less expensive than this 
package. 

I make mention of that because I 
think it is important. I know some peo
ple said that statement is not correct. 
It is correct. 

I also said you cannot offer a plan 
that is more generous. If you have a 
plan that is more generous, it still has 
to be a governmental plan. It has to be 
a standard benefits plan or it has to be 
a Government-approved supplemental 
plan. 

So, again, you lose a lot of flexibil
ity. Right now you could offer a mul
titude of different plans. You really 
cannot do that under the Mitchell-Clin
ton plan. 

Also, the President said you can keep 
your own plan. That is not the case if 
you have a cafeteria plan because in 

the bill, if you look at page 1224, sec
tion 7202, cafeteria plans which offer 
health benefits will be hit with a heavy 
tax. Four million Americans currently 
have cafeteria plans. They like them. 
They are happy with them. 

Under the bill that we have before us, 
you lose your flexible spending ac
count. We have a lot of Americans who 
do not have the exact number, but now 
have flexible spending accounts that 
include health care. On pages 1218 
through 1221, section 7201, the Clinton
Mitchell bill states that if an employer 
provides health benefits under a flexi
ble spending account, those benefits 
would be taxable to the employer at 
the highest corporate rate and to the 
employee at their own individual rate. 

If you happen to be self-insured and 
you have less than 500 employees, you 
cannot keep your plan. Your plan is il
legal. I feel kind of strongly about this 
because I used to manage a company. 
We had a self-insured plan. I designed 
the plan. · 

I remember asking Mrs. Clinton a 
long time ago when she had her first 
meeting with a Republican group. I 
said, "Can we keep our plan?" The an
swer was no. She said "No." It is still 
no under this bill. 

Just to recite the section, on page 
137, section 1301 of the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill, if your company has less than 500 
employees, you cannot self-insure. So I 
mention that. 

I will just add the final one. 
If you have benefits that are different 

from the Government-mandated bene
fits, you cannot have it. Your plan will 
not be allowed. That is under the provi
sion that I am dealing with. This bill is 
very clear . . It says the employer shall 
have the standard benefits package. 
Under the standard benefits package, 
you can have an alternative, if you are 
an individual, that costs maybe a little 
less because it has a higher deductible. 
It still has the same benefits. You have 
to have the Government benefits. 

It also says you can have a supple
mental plan to provide additional bene
fits. But, again, that has to be a Gov
ernment-approved plan. That very 
much limits your ability to offer addi
tional benefits, maybe with a different 
deductible. 

There are limitations, too. If you 
have a supplemental plan that deals 
with cost sharing, you cannot self-in
sure for that cost sharing. Let me give 
you an example. 

This is something that should drive 
unions crazy, it is something that 
should drive anybody crazy that has a 
plan that offers a little extra benefits. 
If they want to sell self-insurance for 
those extra benefits, they cannot do it. 
They have to purchase insurance to 
provide for those extra benefits. 

So, again, the President's proposal, 
the Clinton-Mitchell proposal, elimi
nates a lot of optional plans and op
tional benefits. It eliminates plans that 
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have benefits different than the Gov
ernment-imposed, mandated benefit 
plans. And it eliminates cafeteria plans 
and, as I mentioned before, the flexible 
spending accounts. 

The self-insured plans. There are over 
400,000 employers that carry self-in
sured plans, covering 16 million people. 
They lose their plan. They are not 
going to be able to have a self-insured 
plan. They will have to buy a Govern
ment-designed benefits package. They 
have no option, no choice. That is their 
choice. They have to buy what Govern
ment deems appropriate. Whatever 
they had, they cannot keep. I disagree 
with that. 

I heard the majority leader, Senator 
MITCHELL. I looked at his comments 
from the floor yesterday. He talked 
about his plan was voluntary and so on. 
This is not really the case. If the com
pany that I manage self-insures, I do 
not have a choice. If I am going to have 
insurance, I have to have the Govern
ment plan. I have to buy the so-called 
community-rated plan. I do not have a 
choice. I do not get to continue self-in
suring. That is not voluntary. 

I thought, what if I did not partici
pate. What would happen? What is Gov
ernment going to do to me or my com
pany, or when is the Government going 
to tell me I cannot do this? 

There is a little section in the bill 
which says, 

In the case of a person that violates a re
quirement of this subtitle, the Secretary of 
Labor may impose a civil money penalty in 
the amount not to exceed Sl0,000 for each 
violation with respect to each individual. 

So if you are an employer-and my 
company has about 65 people-well, if 
we did not comply, if we wanted to 
stay with our self-insured plan, our 
penalty is $650,000. Mr. President, that 
is more money than we made last year. 
That is more money than we made the 
last several years, probably. Unfortu
nately, we turned into a good, non
profit organization, not by design. 

An employer that has 100 employees, 
that is a $1 million penalty. That is a 
big penalty. 

In other words, the heavy hand of 
Government is coming in and says you 
have to offer this standard benefits 
plan designed by Government. You 
have no choice whatsoever. 

The reason a lot of people have dif
ferent plans is because they want econ
omy. They think they can do a better 
job. 

I look at the cost under the Clinton
Mitchell health care bill. The cost for a 
two-parent family, according to CBO, 
is $5,883, almo~ $6,000. Those are 1994 
figures. I will tell you that cost exceeds 
what a lot of us are paying in the pri
vate sector. A lot of people in the pri
vate sector pay a lot less than this. Yet 
they would have no option under this 
bill. They are going to have to have 
this Government-imposed standard, 
mandated benefit package as designed 
by this bill. 

This bill turns enormous power over 
to the benefits commission to design 
the deductibles, the copayment and so 
on. But the package estimated by CBO 
is going to cost about $6,000. 

I again do not want to use personal 
examples. But in our company, we pro
vide insurance for about $2,400. I just 
met with the president of a major uni
versity in my State. They provide ben
efits for their employees. I think he 
said they have 1,100 employees. It is a 
private university. He said they were 
providing health care benefits for the 
teachers, professors, staff, and so on, I 
think for an a-rnrage of about $2,800. 
Wait a minute. We are all ready to 
mandate something like $6,000. You are 
going to have to provide that. He said, 
"What if I don't?" I said, "Well, there 
is a little section in here called 'en
forcement' where the Secretary of 
Labor can fine you up to $10,000 per 
person if you do not offer the standard 
benefits package." 

If you do not do what Government 
says you should do, then you will be 
subjected to those kinds of fines and 
penalties. Mr. President, there are a 
couple of other things that people 
would be shocked to find are in this 
bill. There is a prohibition on offering 
an alternative package. This gets con
fusing. But under the bill, it says you 
have the standard benefits package, 
and we will make this available, and 
everybody is going to have to have it. 
Everybody is going to have the same 
benefit. But for individuals, we are 
going to allow them to have an alter
native benefit package, as defined in 
the section. It has a higher deductible, 
and it presumably will be cheaper. 
That is availability to individuals, but 
it is not available to companies. If you 
read on page 138, it says no employer 
may offer an alternative standard ben
efit package established under subtitle 
(c). 

That is a high deductible plan. So an 
individual can have a high deductible 
plan and presumably save on some pre
miums. But a company-if anybody is 
working for a company, they are out of 
luck. They do not get to have the high 
deductible plan. They have to have the 
more expensive plan. The employer 
cannot offer a higher deductible plan. 
If they did, they are subject to a $10,000 
fine-per employee. 

I mentioned that in my company we 
self-insured. We happened to have a 
high deductible plan. We self-insure for 
that portion. Those plans are illegal 
under the section that says you cannot 
have a self-insured plan, because on 
page 138 they prohibit an employer 
from even offering an alternative bene
fit. So you lose freedom, and you lose 
your choice and, frankly, you do not 
get to keep your own plan. 

Again, I think it is important that 
we go back and think of statements 
that are made on the floor. People say 
these plans are voluntary. They are not 

voluntary, not if there is a $10,000 fine 
if you do not comply and certainly if 
you do not get to keep your own plan, 
if you have a cafeteria plan or if you 
have a plan with different benefits than 
those mandated under this proposal. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. NICKLES. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. Am I to understand 

what you are saying here is that there 
are approximately 200 million Ameri
cans today plus who have an insurance 
plan or participate in an insurance 
plan; that to the extent that their in
surance plans do not conform with the 
standard benefits package and they 
pursue the use of that claim, they 
would be fined, or the businesses they 
work for would be fined $10,000 for each 
one of those 200 million Americans, 
adding up to $20 billion in potential 
fines? 

Mr. NICKLES. The potential would 
be there. I tell my colleague that it 
says the Secretary "may," not shall. 
But it gives the Secretary the discre
tion if anybody does not provide for the 
standard benefits package or-I will 
saying standard benefits package, when 
you consider there is a standard, alter
nati ve and supplementals. If you do not 
provide what the Government says you 
can, or if you can provide more or less, 
you would be liable to a $10,000 per-em
ployee fine. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will yield 
further. To take this to specifics, under 
the standard plan package that origi
nally came from the President, and as 
it was originally introduced here, the 
President's plan, there was only one 
mammogram allowed for people who 
are under age 50. I think that was the 
rule. If, for example, your company had 
enrolled in-let us say that was the 
standard plan that was settled on-but 
it probably would not be because it was 
such a ridiculous proposal-but say 
that was settled on by some Federal 
bureaucracy that designed what the 
standard plan would be. If your em
ployer decided that one mammogram 
under age 50 is not appropriate, that 
there really should be two or three, or 
the opportunity to have two or three, 
you or your employer offering a great
er benefit in this area would be subject 
to, potentially, a $10,000 fine per em
ployee because they had not met this 
precise, one-size-fits-all plan proposal? 

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor
rect. The only way that you can pro
vide that extra benefit is if you pur
chased a supplemental benefit through 
a carrier. But I will mention that you 
cannot provide a supplemental that du
plicates coverage that is in the stand
ard benefit plan. So it is a heavily reg
ulated supplemental benefit option. 
One can buy some additional benefits 
on top of the standard benefit, but 
again it is a Government-approved ben
efit package that is very constrictive. 

I will go a little further. Most people 
do not understand the supplemental 
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plan, and I have spent a little time try
ing to figure it out myself. If you want 
to buy additional benefits, you can, but 
it has to meet the Federal regulation 
and also the State's, and then likewise, 
if you want to say, wait a minute, in 
our plan we want to have greater cost 
share, so I will help pay some of the de
ductible, because most of the supple
mental is on an 80-20 basis, and I 
worked it out with my employees over 
the years and we do 90-10; so I want to 
have a lower deductible, and it was 
agreed to in collective bargaining or 
something. According to the cost-share 
agreement, you cannot self-insure on 
the supplemental cost share. Crazy. _ 
Under this bill, you cannot self-insure 
for the cost-sharing supplemental. I 
just cannot believe some of the provi
sions that are in this bill. You are pro
hibited by law. If you did self-insure, 
you would be subject to a $10,000 fine. 

Mr. President, I want to be clear that 
I am not eliminating all of the abuses 
that are in this bill. I am trying to 
eliminate-and will with the concur
rence of the Senate-the $10,000 penalty 
for noncompliance. We are going to 
take away some of the heavy Govern
ment hammer that is in this bill. When 
I say in this bill-a lot of people were 
not aware of this provision. I was not 
aware of it until not too long ago. This 
provision, or part of this provision, was 
included in the Labor Committee bill, 
but not in the Finance Committee bill. 
I understand in the Finance Committee 
bill when they originally had a man
date to keep on standard benefits, they 
were going to say that if you do not 
have a standard benefit, you ought to 
be subjected to a 50 percent premium 
penalty. But that was dropped in the 
Finance Committee. It was in the 
markup, but it was dropped. That is a 
very punitive penalty, but that is a lot 
more reasonable than a $10,000 penalty. 
That is a penalty of $1,500, or some
thing, for most people; $1,500 is still too 
heavy, in my opinion, but it is a lot 
more reasonable than $10,000. 

Again if you look at a small em
ployer with 100 employees, maybe they 
are self-insuring and want to continue 
doing so. Maybe they are self-insuring 
and doing it for $3,000 an employee, and 
the employees are happy with it, and 
the employers are happy with it; it is 
working well. They may say: Oh, no, I 
am not going to go with this Govern
ment-designed standard benefits plan. 
We have a good package of benefits. We 
worked it out, and it is successful, and 
we are keeping costs down. The Gov
ernment - is saying you cannot keep 
that package, and if you do, we are 
going to sock it to you with the $10,000 
fine. 

Mr. President, I plan at a later time 
to offer an amendment that is going to 
allow employers and employees to keep 
the plans they have that they like. 
That is the so-called grandfather 
amendment. I am working on that, and 

I want that to pass. One of the reasons 
we decided to go with this amendment 
first was to educate some people, be
cause a lot of people were not aware it 
was in here. A lot of people did not re
alize that, wait a minute, the Govern
ment has so much power that if you did 
not comply, you could be subject to a 
$10,000 per-employee penalty. That is a 
very heavy penalty. 

I am delighted that it looks as if
since Senator MOYNIBAN cosponsored 
this amendment, and others-it will be 
deleted from the package. My concern 
is that we have a lot of amendments, a 
lot of provisions in this bill, and the 
people do not know about them. When 
they find out about them, I am think
ing that a lot of people will be quite 
upset. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I -think I have the 
floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I was wondering if 
the Senator would yield on my time for 
a question. 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Just following the 

issue of the amendment and also the 
presentation the Senator has made, I 
know about the standard benefits pack
age. I know that S. 1743, the Nickles 
bill, outlines the standard benefit 
package. You have a standard benefit 
package in your own bill. The only way 
that you receive any tax credit for any 
of the employers is to receive a tax 
credit to purchase insurance, but only 
if they get the standard benefit pack
age. 

I am just trying to understand why 
you are arguing-I appreciate the fact 
of the elimination of the $10,000 pen
alty, which I am going to support, be
cause I believe there are other provi
sions in the legislation that will pro
vide sufficient remedy. I think what is 
actually going to happen is that they 
will be offering the standard benefit 
package. But you appear to be arguing 
against the standard benefit package 
here on the floor of the Senate, and the 
bill that you introduced requires it and 
indicates that the only way you are 
going to get favorable tax treatment is 
if you use it. 

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator asked me 
a question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I just asked how the 
Senator can possibly rationalize that 
position with his presentation here. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the Sen
ator's question. 

Mr. President, I will be happy to an
swer my colleague, and I also want to 
finish and conclude my statement. 

Mr. KENNEDY. On whose time, if we 
can just agree? 

Mr. NICKLES. This will be on my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator alluded 
to the plan I cosponsored on consum~-

choice of health plans. We say give ev
eryone a tax credit who qualify for the 
tax credit. You have to offer some
thing. We do not give tax credits for 
people doing nothing. So you had to 
have some kind of health expense, basi
cally defined by IRS, to qualify for a 
tax credit, just like you qualify for a 
tax deduction right now. You have to 
have a certain health care benefit oper
ation to get the tax deduction. You 
also have to do certain things to get 
the tax credit. 

The Senator's question is not rel
evant. What my bill did not do is say 
everyone in America had to replace 
their insurance with Government-de
fined insurance. 

Mr. President, this is a big issue be
cause the whole title of my bill was 
consumer choice. The whole purpose of 
my bill is to give consumers lots of 
choices with different options, dif
ferent benefits. Under the bill I spon
sored with 25 of my colleagues, we have 
a multitude of options. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will not yield. I want 
to finish. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield just on this point? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will not yield. 
My bill made a multitude of options. 

We called it consumer choice for a pur
pose because we wanted everyone in 
America to have the maximum number 
of choices. 

Unfortunately, some alluded to the 
Clinton-Mitchell package and say it 
has choices. Let me tell you the 
choices you have under the Clinton
Mitchell package. You have Govern
ment plan A, Government plan B, and 
Government plan C, and they are all 
the same, one fee-for-service , one HMO, 
and one preferred provider. But they 
are all the same. They all have exactly 
the same benefit. You could not offer a 
different benefit if you wanted to be
cause the Government defines that 
benefit package. The benefit advisory 
group defines the package, and you 
could not offer something different. 

There are thousands of companies, 
hundreds of thousands, millions of 
Americans who have health care a lot 
less expensive than what is mandated 
under the Clinton-Mitchell bill. 

I am trying to preserve peoples' 
rights to be able to buy less expensive 
insurance or more expensive insurance. 

They cannot do it under this pack
age. And under the package we have 
before them, if they do not do it, they 
are subject to a $10,000-per-person pen
alty. Big Government is here. Big Gov
ernment is saying no. "This is vol
untary. If you do not participate, here 
is a $10,000 fine." 

I just happen to disagree with that. 
That fine happens to be more than dou
ble the cost of insurance for most peo
ple. 

/ 
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So the heavy hand of Government is 

here. I know it passed the Labor Com
mittee, and maybe that is not surpris
ing. But it should not become law. 

(The PRESIDENT pro tempore as
sumed the chair.) 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the 
reason I offered this amendment is it is 
saying two things. I want to educate 
people because, as I stated before, peo
ple do not know what is in the Clinton
Mi tchell package. They do not know 
what kind of freedoms they are going 
to lose. They do not realize that under 
this bill, if they have a cafeteria plan 
those plans are taxed heavily. They do 
not realize if they have a flexible 
spending account those plans are taxed 
heavily. They do not realize if they 
have a self-insured plan that covers 16 
million people, those plans are illegal. 
I said cafeteria plan. The cafeteria plan 
covers 4 million people. The self-in
sured plan covers 16 million people. 
And those plans under the Clinton
Mitchell package-there are lots of 
people in West Virginia and Oklahoma 
who are happy with the plans and like 
the plans. 

Mr. President, they are a whole lot 
less expensive. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. No, I will not yield. I 
want to continue. 

They are a whole lot less expensive. 
They do not cost $5,800. As a matter of 
fact, $5,800 is a lot of money in West 
Virginia and a lot of money in Okla
homa. 

I am interested. The company we 
have or I have been involved with pro
vides insurance for $2,400. If we follow 
this prescription for disaster, those 
plans are going to cost $6,000. Maybe 
we will be subsidized, or maybe some of 
our employees will be subsidized. I do 
not want to be subsidized. We are doing 
a decent job providing health care for 
our family and our company. Why in 
the world should the Federal Govern
ment get involved? 

I make a comment that a lot of peo
ple do not realize this. This is a mas
sive mandate. I have heard people say 
the Clinton-Mitchell bill does not have 
a mandate. It does. It mandates you 
have a very expensive package. If you 
cannot afford that package, guess what 
some employers are going to do? Em
ployers in West Virginia and Oklahoma 
are going to say, " I cannot afford it. I 
am going to drop it. It is not manda
tory now, so I am going to drop it. Em
ployees, you are on your own.'' 

Some of those employees will qualify 
for subsidies. I heard the majority lead
er say we are going to eliminate the 
Medicare plan and replace it with the 
private plan. What he is also not tell
ing you is under his bill 57 million new 
people will be eligible for subsidies; 57 
million people will be eligible for sub
sidies in a few years that are not eligi
ble today, more than double the num-

ber of Medicaid people who receive sub
sidies, but they will be receiving Fed
eral subsidies. You are having a mas
sive Federal subsidy program because 
people cannot afford this. 

So employers will be dropping the 
plan. Employees will be getting sub
sidies to buy heal th care. And then 
guess what, Mr. President? And this is 
very interesting. Then an employer can 
come back and say, "I want a subsidy 
so I can start this over." And they can 
start again, and the employer can get 5 
years of subsidy with the Federal Gov
ernment paying about half of their 
health care costs. 

This is almost an encouragement 
plan for people to drop their health 
care, put people out on subsidies to get 
their health care on their own, and 
then the Federal Government will 
come in and subsidize that employer 
for them to pick it back up. 

I think that is a disaster. We should 
not be making those mistakes. 

What does this amendment do? It 
does not eliminate the standard benefit 
package. I wish we would, and we will 
probably try to do that later. I am 
going to try to allow all the missing 
plans to stay in existence. If the people 
and employees are mutually satisfied, 
they ought to be able to keep the plan. 
We should not have the heavy hand of 
the Federal Government saying your 
plan is good enough and we are going 
to replace it with a Government
knows-best plan; we are going to re
place it with a plan that costs $6,000 
per family. 

We should not do that. This is a seri
ous mistake and serious infringement 
on freedom. And that is exactly what 
happened in this bill. Then they have 
the heavy hand of the Federal Govern
ment coming in and saying, "There is a 
$10,000 penalty if you do not comply. So 
we are going to make you comply 
whether you want to or not." 

Then I read in the RECORD where Sen
ator MITCHELL stated this is voluntary. 
How is it voluntary? "It provides for a 
voluntary system in which Americans 
would purchase private insurance." 
That statement was made yesterday. 
How could it be voluntary if you had a 
$10,000 penalty if you did not comply? 

I just cannot believe that we would 
go down this route. So I am delighted 
that we will delete this one section. We 
are deleting section 1309. That is one 
paragraph on page 145 of a bill that is 
1,443 pages long. 

Mr. President, I think this is vitally 
important. I thought it was vitally im
portant for a long time. This section 
that we are deleting, this section 1309, 
page 145, I will read again: 

In the case of a person that violates a re
quirement of this subtitle, the Secretary of 
Labor may impose a civil money penalty, in 
an amount not to exceed $10,000, for each vio
lation with respect to each individual. 

So if you have 100 employees, that is 
equal to a $1 million penalty that the 
Secretary of Labor could impose. 

Mr. President, we need to strike this 
section. I am delighted that the Sen
ator from New York and the Senator 
from Oregon are cosponsoring this 
amendment. I look forward to improv
ing the bill, at least by taking this 
very seripus mistake out of the bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from New York [Mr. MOY
NIHAN]. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for 
taking this initiative. 

I point out that we join him in it in 
a bipartisan manner. We considered the 
matter at some length most of this 
morning. 

Mr. President, we came to this judg
ment, which was that in the legislation 
that Senator MITCHELL has put forward 
it is clearly in the interest of employ
ers to provide the standard benefits 
package. It makes them a more attrac
tive employer and more attractive to 
employees they would hope to have, 
but most important, elementary and 
indispensable, providing the standard 
benefit package is the condition of re
ceiving the subsidies that the bill pro
vides for low-wage employees. With 
that package you get the subsidies. 
Without it you do not. We have incen
tives. This is an incentive-driven bill. 
We think that it is in the best interest 
of firms and their employees to have 
heal th care. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
speaks with great emphasis on the im
portance of preventive care, and, in
deed, if there is anything salient in our 
medical situation today, it is the de
gree to which behavioral patterns lead 
to illness as against the random disas
ters of typhoid fever or cholera of the 
past. 

Professors of medicine teach behav
ior, inculcate behavior that makes for 
health. And already we begin to see 
some of this effect being shown up in 
the slackening of the health care cost 
increases. But, most importantly and 
essentially, the subsidies are the incen
tive to which we are absolutely con
vinced employers will respond. 

I regret to hear my friend from Okla
homa has established a nonprofit activ
ity. That was not the plan, and it need 
not be the case once this legislation is 
enacted. I look forward to a thriving, 
healthy, and profitable work force in 
Oklahoma. 

And so, Mr. President, there is no 
great need to expand on this position. 
The Secretary of Labor does not need 
this particular sanction, and when a 
sanction is not needed it is best 
excised. 

We are not in the business of running 
around and policing the heal th care 
plans of the Nation's employers. We set 
the standards, we provide incentives, 
and we expect to see a response. And 
we will know that response and we will 
keep track of the coverage, but not in 
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a mode that is threatening or indeed 
punitive. We are not trying to hurt 
anybody here. We are trying to help 
our country and help its employers and 
its workers. 

So I think this is a nice bipartisan 
note on which to conclude today's be
hav!~:;.. 

I see we will alternate, but would the 
Senator from Oklahoma mind if my 
friend--

Mr. PACKWOOD. I believe I am con
trolling the time. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would the Senator 
from Oregon mind if the Senator from 
South Dakota speaks now? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I am happy to have 
him speak now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator from 
South Dakota yield? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senators 
DURENBERGER, SHELBY, MACK, GoRTON, 
ROTH, and LOTT be added as cosponsors 
of this amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
being no objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from South Da
kota such time as he may require. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] is recognized for such time as 
he may require under the control of 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 
be brief. I thank the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
the manager of bill, for yielding me 
some time. 

Let me make several points as quick
ly as I can. 

First of all, let us make sure what 
this amendment does and what it does 
not do. What this amendment does is 
to strike the reference to $10,000. 

I have indicated that I intend to sup
port the amendment because, as the 
chairman stated so well, there are 
other ways with which to ensure that 
we can achieve the compliance we 
want. There are carrots and there are 
sticks. Let us try the carrot approach. 
Let us do as much as we can to ensure 
that throughout this bill, whatever it 
is we do, we encourage using the incen
tives that are in the bill. We are cer
tainly willing to try that approach in 
the manner of this bipartisanship co
operation, and I think that ought to be 
stated up front. 

But the Senator from Oklahoma 
makes a second point in defense of his 
amendment that I frankly do not sup
port. I think that most members on 
this side of the aisle, in fact, I would 
guess many Senators on both sides of 
the aisle, would have difficulty sup
porting. Namely, the deletion of some 
need for standardized benefits. 

It is very clear in the bill offered ear
lier by my friend, the Senator from 
Oklahoma, that on three pages-pages 
33, 34, and 3&-there are direct ref
erences to standardized benefits and a 
recognition of the need for compliance 
with those standardized benefits. 

Senator CHAFEE, with all of his co
sponsors, had a bill that specifically 
delineated a number of standardized 
benefits. The Finance Committee, the 
Labor Committee, all of the bills, for 
the most part, even Senator DOLE'S, 
have references to standardized bene
fits. At least for the past several 
months, every one of us has been work
ing under an understanding that stand
ardized benefits are a good thing. 

In fact, I will go back and find what 
the record states with regard to the 
Medigap proposal we passed several 
years ago. As the author of that 
amendment, I clearly recall there was 
a widespread recognition that Medigap 
policies-that is, policies in addition to 
what we get through Medicare-were 
standardized. I recall there was virtual 
unanimity that standardization of 
Medigap policies was a good thing. 
There was strong bipartisan support, I 
think unanimous support, in the Fi
nance Committee. But I will go back 
and check the record on that. 

Now, why is standardization of bene
fits important? It is important because 
if we do not have it, this bill might as 
well be called the Fine Print Protec
tion Act. That would be exactly what 
we would be doing. We would allow the 
insurance companies to do what in 
many cases they are doing right now. 
Not all of them, but many of them are 
putting in the fine print contingencies 
that can scare people to death. That 
fine print keeps people from getting 
the benefits they oftentimes thought 
they had. 

I do not know about most of the 
Members of this Chamber, but I know I 
am not as familiar with my plan as I 
wish I were. I frankly cannot tell you 
this afternoon whether I have a life
time limit in my plan or not. But they 
are in a lot of plans. People are caught 
by complete surprise once they bump 
up to that limit, because they did not 
know the fine print, buried somewhere 
in the plan itself, had a limit on what 
the insurance company would pay. 

Exclusion of important services, in
cluding durable medical equipment, re
habilitation services, mental health 
treatment, and preexisting conditions 
clauses are all there. Exclusions of pre
existing condition clauses are in many 
plans. That is something else we are 
trying to eliminate. There is wide
spread recognition of the importance of 
eliminating preexisting condition ex
clusions. 

Service limits, such as a limit on 
days in the hospital or no more than a 
certain number of physician visits per 
year-these are also in a lot of plans. 

Hidden gaps in coverage are also 
there. For example, no coverage for 

congenital conditions and no coverage 
for illness in the first 10 days of life are 
major exclusions. In fact, a high per
centage of the plans covering preg
nancy have a provision that limits cov
erage in the first days of life after a 
baby is born. 

Exclusions of certain providers can 
also occur, like coverage for psychia
trists or other mental health practi
tioners. 

Mr. President, the point is that one 
of the reasons we are here in the first 
place is that people are just caught un
aware too often. So many times, when 
we need the benefits the most, they are 
not there. We are surprised. We find 
out only too late that the plan we were 
counting on, the plan we paid thou
sands and thousands of dollars for, is 
not there when we need it the most. 

And so, let it be understood that 
what is in the fine print is really what 
we are talking about here. There is no 
discussion, no debate about eliminat
ing the $10,000 fine. I suspect that a 
majority of Members on both sides of 
the aisle will probably agree that, as 
the chairman said, there are other 
ways to ensure we get as much compli
ance as we can. 

But I can give-and I will do this for 
the RECORD-a number of examples. 
Allen Fuller lives right here in Wash
ington, DC. He allowed his name to be 
used in discussing his own situation. 
His family lost their insurance when 
his wife started her own business. 
Eventually they bought private insur
ance for the family. Two weeks later 
Allen thought he had pulled his back 
out. When he went to the doctor, tests 
showed he had cancer of the lungs and 
spine. 

Allen started chemotherapy imme
diately and found that his insurance 
policy only covered accidents in the 
first month but did not cover illnesses. 
The insurance company said his cancer 
was a preexisting condition and refused 
to cover his bills. Allen Fuller was left 
out, in spite of the fact that he had 
paid thousands and thousands of dol
lars for a policy he thought was going 
to be there when he needed it the most. 

Barbara Elsas-Patrick, another per
son here in Washington, DC, has health 
insurance through her professional as
sociation. She is a teacher. She paid 
$500 a month coverage for herself and 
her daughter. The policy had waivers 
for preexisting conditions. She was not 
aware of that. It was buried in the fine 
print. Barbara is reluctant to go to the 
doctor now because every time she has 
another condition, according to this 
particular policy, it is not covered the 
next time she goes to the doctor. 

This is really what we are trying to 
avoid here. The point is very clear. Do 
we want to protect the fine print in 
plans in the future? If we do not, then 
let us recognize, as Senator NICKLES 
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recognized, as Senator CHAFEE recog
nized, as Senator MITCHELL has recog
nized, that there ought to be some rec
ognition of a need for standard benefits 
and elimination of the fine print in this 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, under this 

bill, any business that tries to provide 
health insurance for its employees, but 
not the high-priced, Government-man
dated insurance plan, could be fined 
$10,000 per employee. 

Now, we have heard many speeches in 
support of the Clinton-Mitchell bill, 
saying how the bill would help all 
Americans, and help businesses. 

If you read the bill though, the situa
tion is quite different. The Clinton
Mi tchell bill makes the Secretary of 
Labor a bounty hunter, searching for 
firms who are doing the right thing, 
but not the Government-mandated 
thing. 

We are not talking here about mean 
old businesses that do not care about 
their employees. We're talking about 
small, sometimes struggling firms, 
which under the Clinton-Mitchell bill 
could be destroyed by fines or have to 
lay off workers. 

That is why I rise today in support of 
the Nickles amendment. This amend._ 
ment says the Government should not 
penalize businesses for doing the right 
thing. The amendment nullifies this 
$10,000 per employee bounty. 

Again, the Secretary of Labor under 
Clinton-Mitchell will be able to destroy 
businesses at will without the Nickles 
amendment. Let us say you have a 
small business. You are struggling to 
make payroll, and pay for, say, a cata
strophic insurance for your employees, 
so they would not be left holding the 
bag of unlimited health care costs. 

Under Clinton-Mitchell, the Govern
ment comes along and says, hey, that 
is not enough insurance you are giving 
your employees. They need drug coun
seling services. They need abortion 
services. They need psychiatric cov
erage. The Government's telling you 
that your business has to buy a Cad
illac insurance plan, when you only can 
afford a Pinto health plan. 

If you cannot afford it, and even if 
your employees do not want all of 
these benefits, the Government under 
Clinton-Mitchell will make it very ex
pensive for you. 

In fact, the Secretary of Labor could 
assess your business at $10,000 per em
ployee fine, if you do not go out and 
buy the Government's standard bene
fits package. Now think about this: If 
you do not buy the expensive, Govern
ment-mandated plan, then you are 
fined heavily, and your corner store, or 
computer startup, or farm, goes belly
up. If you do buy the plan, you prob
ably would have to lay off workers. 
Again, if your employees like the in
surance plan you provide them, then 
that is too bad. You have to go out of 

business, or you have to lay some of 
these happy employees off. 

Under the Clinton-Mitchell bill, you 
would have to make a choice between 
the Government, and your employees, 
probably middle-income employees 
who need work. 

The Nickles amendment says you 
will not have to make that choice. 

But the Nickles amendment is about 
choice. If employees for a small com
pany like their insurance plan, but it is 
not the plan the Government has man
dated, they should be able to keep that 
plan. 

Most Americans are happy with their 
health insurance-85 percent to be 
exact. Everyone agrees that whatever 
reform we try to achieve in this Cham
ber, choice in health plans should be 
maintained. This is what the American 
people want. 

Several times in his Presidency, 
President Clinton has promised the 
American people that the insurance 
they have, that they are happy with, 
will not be taken away. 

We see in Clinton-Mitchell, though, 
that choice is taken away. 

The President has been telling Amer
icans that the Government would not 
take away the insurance plans Ameri
cans are pleased with. 

The Clinton-Mitchell bill does not 
maintain consumer or business 
choice-at least not the type of choice 
Americans are used to. The Clinton
Mitchell bill says yes, you can have 
choice-if you have the money. If you 
are able to pay $10,000 per employee, if 
you are able to cough up a 25-percent 
surcharge, if you are able to swallow 
the cost of a nondeductible health 
plan-yeah, you can have choice. Some 
choice. · 

Americans in general, and middle-in
come Americans and businesses who 
employ middle-income people specifi
cally, can not ante up the money the 
Clinton-Mitchell bill would squeeze out 
of people. Under the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill, the Government will take away 
choice, and will force Americans to pay 
for a government plan-or pay through 
the nose. 

That is why I rise today to support 
the amendment by my friend from 
Oklahoma, Senator NICKLES. His 
amendment does what the President 
says he wants done-maintenance of 
consumer choice. The amendment 
takes the Secretary of Labor out of the 
bounty hunter business. 

This is an amendment for all Ameri
cans, especially middle-income Ameri
cans. The Clinton-Mitchell bill, with 
its 17 new taxes, 55 new bureaucracies, 
and its almost $1.4 trillion cost is not 
middle-income friendly. The Clinton
Mitchell bill penalizes those who work 
hard and play by the rules. · 

The Nickles now Moynihan amend
ment is a little bit of sanity and fair
ness. This amendment does not nullify 
those fev.r good aspects of the Clinton-

Mitchell bill: aspects like allowing 
Americans with preexisting conditions 
to get and keep insurance, and allow
ing portability of insurance. 

The Nickles amendment does nullify 
this anti-middle-income and anti-busi
ness part of the Clinton-Mitchell bill. 
The way to better access to our heal th 
system is not to destroy families or 
businesses. The Nickles amendment, 
with that maxim in mind, seeks to 
maintain choice. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator from 
Oregon yield me 4 minutes? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I have a number of 
other speakers who want to speak and 
I would like to speak. 

Mr. NICKLES. Four minutes? 
Mr. PACKWOOD. All right. 
Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend and 

colleague from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Could I ask the in

dulgence of my good friend from New 
York? Would he mind if I spoke after 
the Senator? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want
ed to respond because · both Senator 
KENNEDY and Senator DASCHLE alluded 
to the plan I was the principal sponsor 
of, the consumer choice plan, and said 
that we have a standard benefit. 

What we had in our bill was strictly 
voluntary, that said if you want to 
qualify for tax credits you had to have 
at least catastrophic, which is basi
cally hospitalization, which makes 
sense. We were telling everybody we 
want individuals to have their oppor
tunity to choose whatever they want so 
they would have a tax credit. But to 
qualify for the tax credit they had to 
have at least hospitalization. But they 
choose the benefits. They could have 
anything above that they want. They 
could choose from any of a multitude. 
There was an unlimited number of 
choices under our proposal for individ
uals to choose. That was the whole 
idea, consumers could choose and the 
tax credit would go directly to them. It 
would not be just tied to their em
ployer. 

This is in stark contrast to the Clin
ton-Mitchell proposal that says it is il
legal for somebody to buy a benefit 
that is outside the standard benefit 
package; you cannot offer less, you 
cannot offer more. You can offer a sup
plemental but only if it is Government 
approved. You have to have every bene
fit that they determine, and some of 
the benefits are not very popular; to 
some of the benefits there are a lot of 
objections. To some of the benefits 
some have moral objections. They are 
going to mandate everybody buy those. 
We did not do those. We said individ
uals should be able to choose the bene
fits, have maximum number of choices 
on the benefits in stark contrast to the 
Clinton-Mitchell proposal. 
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I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

yield myself such time as I may need. 
I was going to use this chart until 

the Democrats agreed to this amend
ment. "Warning to employers: Provid
ing heal th insurance to employees may 
be hazardous to your financial health." 
The reason I was going to use that is I 
do not think this provision, as it was 
originally in the bill, Senator MITCH
ELL 's bill, was put in by accident. And 
now that it has been accidentally dis
covered, it is being taken out in a great 
spirit of comity. As a matter of fact, I 
think the finding that-it takes fl.lmost 
a Houdini, as we go through this bill. 

But I think perhaps the more analo
gous story is one that relates to Win
ston Churchill. 

He was at a dinner party one night 
and an admiral was there, an admiral 
of significance in the British fleet. The 
admiral, admiring the flatware, pock
eted a rather expensive gold spoon, 
which bothered the hostess no end be
cause she had seen it but she was not 
quite sure how to approach the admiral 
and suggest that he give back the 
spoon. So she went to Winston Church
ill, explained her situation, and asked 
what she should do. 

He thought for a moment. He went 
over to the table and he took another 
gold spoon off the table, a larger one. 
With the handle sticking out of his 
pocket he walked over to the admiral 
and said, "Oh, Admiral, I think we 
have both been discovered. We will 
have to give the spoons back." 

What has happened here is, we have 
caught the Democrats with the gold 
spoon in their pocket. Now they have 
to give it back. We have heard them 
say, "Oh, well, there are other ways to 
enforce this. We do not need this." Why 
was it ever in the bill to begin with if 
they do not need it? 

Did they know it was there? You bet 
they knew it was there because when 
this bill, Mitchell 1-when Mitchell 1 
was drafted there was not only this 
$10,000 penalty but, in addition to the 
$10,000 penalty, a 35 percent tax. And it 
was levied upon your heal th insurance 
premiums. If you have six employees, 
you are a little laundromat paying 
$2,500 apiece for health insurance, 
$15,000, 35 percent tax, roughly a third, 
roughly $5,000 you were going to pay in 
addition $10,000 times six employees. 
That is $65,000 for a little laundromat 
owner. Now you can say you do not 
have to offer the standard benefit pack
age, but $65,000 is a whale of an incen
tive not to offer anything else. 

What happens when we get to Mitch
ell 2? The 35 percent has been dropped 
out, so they knew it was there. The 
$10,000 was not dropped out. Now the 
poor little laundromat owner is only 

going to have to pay $60,000, instead of 
$65,000; the $5,000 incentive removed, he 
can go ahead and offer what he wants-
and pay the $60,000. Did they know it 
was there? You bet. They knew it was 
there. 

Why was it there? It was there so the 
argument can be made, you do not 
have to offer the standard benefit plan. 
You can offer anything you want. You 
can have any plan you want under this 
bill. There is no employer mandate 
until the year 2005 or 2002 or whatever 
it is, and up until that time the em
ployer can offer anything he wants. 
But if he wants to offer anything other 
than the standard benefit package it is 
going to cost him $10,000 an employee. 

Let me give another example. The 
little laundromat owner with six em
ployees is paying $2,500 a year for 
health insurance for his six employees. 
The standard benefit package, husband 
and wife with a couple of kids, is $5,500-
$6,000. So now comes along this bill and 
the little laundromat employer cannot 
afford $5,000 or $6,000 for the standard 
benefit package. And if he offers any 
insurance and does not offer the stand
ard benefit package, he gets fined 
$10,000 per employee. 

What does the little laundromat 
owner do? I will tell you what he does. 
He drops his health insurance. He can
not afford $6,000 per employee and he 
certainly cannot afford $10,000 per em
ployee penalty, so he drops it. Now 
they have no coverage. 

This $10,000 was designed deliberately 
to be, not an incentive-coercion, Mr. 
President; $10,000 an employee is not an 
incentive, it is coercion. And because 
the Democrats have been caught with 
the gold spoon in their pocket, they are 
now allegedly giving it up and saying 
we never needed it anyway. 

As we go through this bill, Houdini 
like, looking for other gold spoons, my 
hunch is they will agree with many 
other amendments we bring up because 
they knew they could not defend this. 
They knew they could not defeat it. So 
they co-opt it. 

I am delighted to have them on 
board. I would be interested, if they 
have an explanation, as to why the 
$10,000 was ever in there to begin with. 
They knew it was there. Why they took 
out the 35 percent penalty, having gone 
through this bill themselves, but never 
took out the $10,000. 

There is only one answer. We are 
going to force you to voluntarily pro
vide the $6,000 standard benefit pack
age or nothing. For too many employ
ees the answer will be nothing. I thank 
the Chair. · 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Massachusetts such time as 
he may require. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Massachusetts, [Mr. KEN-

NEDY], is recognized for such time as he 
may require. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 
have been involved in this debate and 
discussion on the bill for some 2 weeks, 
now. And we had a good debate and dis
cussion on the children's amendment 
over a period of several days. Then the 
Senate went on record to advance the 
protections for children. 

I think that was an important im
provement over the Mitchell bill. And I 
think we understood that after we had 
the consideration of an amendment on 
this side, we were going to go to the 
other side in order to consider an 
amendment. So many of us who have a 
desire to get into the substance of 
these measures-and there are strong 
policy differences on many of these 
measures-we were hopeful that we 
would be able to reach some kind of ac
commodation. 

I think all of us are still hopeful we 
will, even with those individuals who 
have expressed reservation about the 
Mitchell proposal. I think most of us 
were somewhat hopeful that we would 
have a proposal or an amendment here 
that really was going to be at least 
somewhat defining in terms of the di
rection of this debate. 

When I first saw the amendment of 
the Senator from Oklahoma earlier in 
the day, I was somewhat interested in 
the fact that he was going to make an 
amendment to strike the $10,000 pen
alty that employers might be required 
to pay if they did not provide the 
standard benefit package. We reviewed 
that measure and reviewed the other 
provisions of the legislation. Those of 
us who are for universality of health 
care are not into just trying to find 
areas where we are going to penalize 
employers. We are interested in uni
versality and cost containment and 
trying to develop some consumer pro
tections. 

As far as that $10,000 requirement, I 
felt that if you are going to have-and 
we can come back to this in a mo
ment-a standard benefit package and 
you are going to have to have some 
kind of remedy. I did not think, quite 
frankly, that $10,000 was an unreason
able penalty. I was persuaded in the 
spirit of bipartisanship that we ought 
to try and find some common ground. 
So I indicated, at least as far as this 
Senator is concerned-and, of course, 
all of the Members have views and 
their views are entitled to an equal 
amount of credit-that this was some-
thing that I could support. . 

I was listening earlier to the debate 
on what we are really talking about 
here-on whether we are going to have 
a standard benefit package or whether 
we are not going to have a standard 
benefit package; whether the Mitchell 
bill is going to require it, or not re
quire it, and then the reasons for it. 
Then there were charts pulled out to 
talk about what the costs were for the 
standard benefit package. 
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It is interesting that what those fig

ures basically reflect is the actuarial 
value of the benefit package that Mem
bers of the House and Senate have in 
this institution. Obviously, we know 
the values change in different parts of 
the country, so we know using those · 
charts might alarm people in different 
parts of the country. They were in
tended to illustrate what the costs 
were in an actuarial way for programs 
that we have in the Congress of the 
United States, that we have as Sen
ators, and to emphasize that we are 
trying to make those same kinds of 
benefits available to the American peo
ple. 

Ten million Americans have them, 
including Members of the House and of 
the Senate of the United States and 
the President of the United States. In 
the Mitchell bill, we give the same op
portunity to working families and 
other families across this country so 
they will have these benefits, too. I pay 
$101 a month for a program as a Mem
ber of the U.S. Senate. I bet most 
Americans who are watching this pro
gram with very comprehensive protec
tions-I doubt there are many other 
programs that are any better, and I 
think most Americans would say, "I'd 
like to have what you have, Senator," 
or what any other Member here has. 

That is in the Mitchell bill. Just 
store that away as we are talking 
about all of these other factors and 
that program is evaluated because it 
costs differently for Federal employees 
in different parts of the country to re
flect local costs. We have what is con
sidered to be at least a standard pack
age. It can vary a bit in terms of the 
copayments and deductibles, but the 
essential elements are there. 

Now we have a debate on the ques
tion of the role; why are we requiring a 
standard package and raising the seri
ous question of whether any bill at all 
ought to have a standard package. 

I was somewhat interested in the re
marks of my friend from Oregon who 
was the principal sponsor of President 
Nixon's program, which had a standard 
package. As one of the principal co
sponsors of that program, I do not re
member him saying at that time, as it 
was being debated and discussed, "Oh, 
no, we don 't want a standard package. " 
That was an essential part of the Nixon 
program. But time moves on, and we 
have to consider that. 

Then I was interested to hear my 
friend from Oklahoma, Senator NICK
LES, say, "We don't want a standard 
benefit package. How are we going to 
deal with the problems that many of 
the businesses are going to have to deal 
with?" 

So we looked through the Nickles 
legislation, cosponsored by 25 Repub
licans, and we found out that it out
lines a standard benefit package on 
page 33. I referenced this in some ear
lier comments. The Nickles legislation 

talks about providing for all necessary 
acute medical care described in sub
section B; it talks about physician 
services; it talks about patient cost 
sharing, deductibles and copayments. 
He has a standard benefit package ef
fectively described in words. And his 
legislation said that you had better 
conform with his standard benefit 
package or else you will not get the fa
vorable tax treatment. The message 
better go out to all Americans that un
less you have the Nickles proposal and 
his standard benefit package, your 
taxes are going to go up. The message 
better warn every American that the 
only way to keep their taxes down is to 
adhere to the Nickles standard benefit 
package. 

It is so interesting how some people 
use these hot-button items like taxes, 
the Mitchell program on taxes. I think 
most of us believe that, with $68 billion 
a year in health care costs that are di
rectly related to smoking, there ought 
to be some increase in taxes relating to 
cigarettes. 

Well, here it is, right here in the 
Nickles proposal. Unless you provide 
the Nickles standard benefit package 
outlined in the Nickles bill with 25 Re
publican cosponsors, you do not get the 
tax consideration. And yet, they say, 
isn't it terrible under Mitchell when 
they say you have to provide the stand
ard package, make sure you make it 
available to consumers, because if you 
do not conform with the law, there will 
be a penalty. And now under the Nick
les proposal, if you do not do exactly 
what Senator Nickles wants you to do, 
you are not eligible for the favorable 
tax considerations and it will continue 
to go up. 

Now we look over to what happens in 
the Chaf ee proposal. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. When I finish. I will 
be a few minutes and then I will be 
glad to yield. · 

On S. 70, on the Chafee proposal, each 
plan must offer one or more of the fol
lowing: Standard benefits package or a 
catastrophic package. That is on page 
89, and that is section 1301. 

I am going to be interested in how 
Senator CHAFEE is going to do it, be
cause if you do not conform with the 
Chafee proposal, you pay $100 a day in 
penalties. Is that not interesting, $100 a 
day in penalties under the Chafee pro
posal? That could certainly add up. 

Many of us have been willing, as a 
matter of conformity, to say, "All 
right, we will eliminate the $10,000." 
But yet under the Chafee proposal, it 
provides under the standard package a 
catastrophic package. It has covered 
items: Medical surgical services, medi
cal equipment, prescription drugs, pre
ventive services, rehabilitation serv
ices, substance abuse services, hos
pitals services, emergency transpor
tation, and it goes on and on. 

If you do not conform with his pro
posal, you are penalized. 

And under Breaux-Durenberger, you 
must offer the uniform set of effective 
benefits, and that is effectively a 
standard benefit package. I am not sur
prised, Mr. President. 

One of the thoughtful members of our 
community on health policy, Alain 
Enthoven, has followed these issues 
closely, and there may be those of us 
who differ with some aspects of it, but 
we have enormous respect for Mr. 
Enthoven. He served in the Defense De
partment in the early 1960's. I can re
member his very considerable public 
service in the Defense Department. 

He has taken on this issue and writ
ten extensively about how to reach 
universal heal th care. I have had the 
opportunity to listen to him and to 
read his comments. 

He has been very much involved, I 
think, in helping to shape the thinking 
of many Members. Here is Alain 
Enthoven: 

There are powerful reasons for as much 
standardization, as possible. 

This is the free marketeer. 
The first is to fac111tate value for money 

comparisons and to focus comparisons on 
price and quality. The second is to combat 
market segmentation, the division of the 
market into groups of subscribers who make 
choices based on what each plan covers, such 
as mental health, efficient care rather than 
price. 

The third is to reassure people that it is fi
nancially safe to switch plans for a lower 
price, with the knowledge that lower-price 
plans do not realize savings by creating hid
den gaps in coverage. 

Hidden gaps in coverage. Hidden gaps 
in coverage. That is the point that the 
Senator from South Dakota has made. 
That is the point which other Members 
have made, the hidden gaps in cov
erage. 

What are those hidden gaps? Those 
are the gaps which exclude from the 
prenatal services any complications for 
children for the first 10 days after 
birth. Mr. President, 93 percent of in
fants' health needs come when? Inter
esting. The first 10 days after birth. 
Those are the kinds of life limits, those 
are the other kinds of exclusions, the 
hidden lines, the fine print, all of the 
things that we have talked about 
which our Republican friends have 
talked about, which we have talked 
about over here, all of which I thought 
about as we listened to those eloquent 
statements for the past few days--talk
ing about eliminating preexisting con
ditions, eliminating the kinds of un
fairness in the various standards under 
insurance reform, that all of us were 
attempting to try to address, that 
Alain Enthoven, who is one of the key 
thinkers in terms of the whole market 
force approach on heal th care, has 
identified as one of the very great dan
gers. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the Senator 
yield for just a minute? 



August 17, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22781 
Mr. KENNEDY. I will be glad to yield 

and then I was asked to yield over 
here. I will yield here, just make a very 
brief final concluding comment, and 
then either yield the floor or respond. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I would only ask the 
Senator from Massachusetts whether 
Mr. Enthoven also mentioned that part 
of the cost shifting occurs through life
time limits? The Senator mentioned 
the lifetime limit problem. What hap
pens when people bump up against life
time limits? They have catastrophic 
illnesses with costs that their insur
ance plans do not cover. Who pays for 
this? Is it the taxpayer? Is it the insur
ance company? Is it the individual? Is 
it the small business? Is it another 
family? Somebody is going to pay for 
those costs. 

So ending cost shifting is an added 
benefit in having coverage delineated 
in all heal th insurance policies, is it 
not? Unless you eliminate these fine 
print provisions, unless you eliminate 
things like lifetime limits, do you not 
continue to prolong the cost shifting 
that goes on in the system today? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. When you begin to have 
these exceptions, and these loopholes 
written into it, and then you run into 
these other kinds of costs associated 
with these illnesses and sicknesses, 
someone ends up paying for it. And it 
will be those that have played the 
game by the rules and received the 
standard benefit package. 

I see others waiting, and the time is 
moving along, so let me just be brief in 
a final comment or two. 

The logic that we have heard from 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle is basically the same logic that 
was heard in the Senate years and 
years ago when the Senate was consid
ering the child labor laws. Why should 
we here in the Senate take action to 
protect children? Why should we? It is 
an argument today you find difficult 
for even the best of Members to try and 
be able to make. No one would abso
lutely buy it. 

You read the history. Do we know 
something here on the floor of the Sen
ate that people do not know back in 
local communities? The same argu
ment. The same argument was made in 
the debate on the lemon laws. Why 
should we be establishing some stand
ards? If the purchaser of an automobile 
drives it out of the lot and it falls 
apart, why should we care anymore? 
Why should we make sure that the rep
resentations that are made to that 
consumer be accurate in terms of the 
sale of a particular commodity? Is that 
so unusual? The same arguments are 
being made over here. They say, look, 
I bet we could get people to work below 
the minimum wage. Why do we say 
that we want $4.25 an hour to be a min
imum wage? The reason that we do is 
we say we are a caring society and we 
believe that men and women who want 

to work 40 hours a week, 52 weeks in 
the year ought to be able to have suffi
cient revenue to live in some dignity 
and some peace with a roof over their 
house and food on their table and be 
able to afford a mortgage. 

We do not say, why do we establish 
that floor? Republicans and Democrats 
alike have moved the minimum wage 
up. We are not saying we can find peo
ple that will work for a buck an hour 
and if they want to go for a buck an 
hour why not let them work for a buck 
an hour. Why should we in the Con
gress interfere with that? And if they 
want to exploit children, why not let 
them do it? Why should we in the Con
gress do it? And if someone wants to 
sell a lousy car, why not let them do 
it? Why should we in the Senate pro
vide protection? 

It is the exact same argument, Mr. 
President. What we are establishing is 
the standard benefit package. And it is 
interesting, when we were discussing 
and debating this issue in our Labor 
and Human Resources Committee, the 
principal difference between Repub
lican and Democrat was not essentially 
what was going to be in it but whether 
we were going to outline it in detail or 
describe what was going to be in it and 
give greater flexibility to the national 
health boards so that there could be 
adjustments and squeezing of those ele
ments in case of the economic exigen
cies that might occur. 

But we did not have any debate, any 
real discussion about the nature of the 
preventive services or hospitalization. 
There may be some difference in terms 
of some of the aspects of mental 
health. But we did have agreement con
ceptually about what should be in that 
standard package. 

To hear in the Chamber of the Senate 
this afternoon, when we are just enter
ing this program, that those who have 
been either principal sponsors or co
sponsors of legislation, piece after 
piece of legislation going back histori
cally even to the 1970's, who have sup
ported a standard benefit package, 
come out and say, well, we really do 
not need it, we are not going to provide 
those protections, Mr. President, we 
know the reasons for that in terms of 
providing the protection so that the 
consumers can have real choice, so 
that they are able to compare, so that 
they will be able to compare quality, so 
that they will be able to do the evalua
tion on the basis of medical report 
cards, so they can talk to other con
sumers and find out whether they are 
getting good quality, so that there is 
no fine print in there, so that they will 
know what the real costs are, so they 
will know the various elements of that 
program. It can be a standard package. 
You can have different deductibles. 
You can have different co-pays. You 
can have different features, but you 
and I know the competition will not be 
on the basis of the standard opinion. It 

will on the delivery of services, the ef
ficiency of the services and the quality 
of the services. And that is what the 
consumer ought to have the ability to 
buy. 

I will be glad to yield briefly, and 
then I see two or three of my col
leagues on the floor, to try to .respond. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, is 
the Senator done? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, how 
much time would the Senator from 
New Hampshire like? 

Mr. GREGG. Ten minutes. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 10 minutes 

to the Senator from New Hampshire. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank you very much, 
Mr. President. 

We have just heard a speech by the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts 
which has been one which really has 
not been material to the issue at hand, 
which is not too surprising because 
when you consider what has happened 
here it is that a point within the bill 
has been discovered, of which there are, 
I suspect, hundreds like this, that has a 
devastating impact on the American 
people and on the way they relate to 
their Government, a $10,000 fine that 
could be assessed against up to 200 mil
lion Americans if they refuse to follow 
the dictates of a small cadre of bureau
crats directed by people here in Wash
ington. People would be outraged, and 
they are outraged when they learn of 
this. 

So when it is discovered and brought 
to light, it is immediately abandoned 
because the folks who put this lan
guage in here recognize that it is not 
defensible in the public eye. That is, of 
course, what the debate over the last 
few days has been about, trying to ana
lyze what is in this massive document, 
which will have a dramatic impact on 
the day-to-day lives of Americans, 
about which we have not been told. Re
grettably, there is a lot of it in here. 

The Senator from Oregon used the 
nice story, the very fine story, about 
the golden spoons being discovered 
now. I would look at it more as some
thing my children are involved in re
cently that I have noticed. They bring 
these pictures home. I think they are 
called Magic Eye pictures. You hold 
them up, and they are a maze of dif
ferent designs. As you move that de
sign closer to you or back from you, 
you suddenly see the pictures within 
the design. I understand this is a best 
selling book, called Magic Eye. 

That is what this it. That is what it 
takes to use this document. You have 
to use a Magic Eye approach. As you 
move it closer to you under section 
1,300, what you see is a great, big, huge 
truck coming at you which is going to 
run you over if you happen to be an 
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employer in this country who wants to 
maintain a plan that is not consistent 
with the plan that you were told to 
comply with by some bureaucrat here 
in Washington. 

Let me point out some other things 
that this fine applied to that has not 
been mentioned. We have been talking 
about the standard benefits package. 
This is just one of the items that this 
hit before it was discovered. 

Think of some the other things this 
fine did. There is a section 1331, and a 
$10,000 fine will apply, if you as a com
muter go to another job in another 
community-rated area and do not take 
the community-rated plan in that area. 
So what does that mean in real terms? 
It means that you are going to get 
stuck with $10,000? 

What it means is, if Mary Smith and 
John Smith lived in Nashua, NH, and 
John Smith worked in Boston and 
Mary Smith worked outside of Boston, 
in Nashua, which would be reason
able-and I suspect it would be reason
able in many parts of this country
they would be in two different commu
nity-rated areas. If John Smith wanted 
to be on Mary Smith's policy in Nash
ua, because it was a cheaper policy or 
because they were more comfortable 
with that provider group in Nashua, he 
would be subject to a $10,000 fine. He 
does not have that option. He has to 
take the plan in Boston. 

That is one point where the $10,000 
fine kicks in. It does not happen to be 
mentioned. It just sort of appears. 

Another point where the $10,000 fine 
appears to kick in, under section 1308, 
under this section, there is some lan
guage put in for the purposes of litiga
tion relative to losing benefits. The 
way this works, the section establishes 
two different standards of proof and re
quires that courts without the require
ment of any additional showing to 
promptly order the retiree's benefits to 
be reinstated. The practical effect of 
this is that the Secretary of Labor 
could fine a judge, who did not comply 
with this section, $10,000. 

There is another point that this 
$10,000 fine affects if you are running a 
cooperative, and there are a whole se
ries of obligations which you need to 
undertake, and you do not undertake. 
There are sections 1322, 1323, and 1324. 
They involve things like membership 
agreements, agreements with plans, al
lowable fees. Under this section, the 
cooperative could be subject to a 
$10,000 fine for every member that it 
had in it-remember, a cooperative 
could have hundreds of thousands of 
people in it-if it did not meet one of 
these technical requirements on an 
issue of membership agreements. 

The list really goes on and on in this 
area. For example, one of the ironies is 
the way this $10,000 fine was designed. 
It is a compliance obligation which is 
enforced by the Secretary of Labor 
against regulations created by the 
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Health and Human Services Secretary. 
The practical effect of that is that the 
Secretary of Labor could theoretically 
fine the Health and Human Services 
Secretary for not going forward in a 
manner that the Secretary of Labor 
thought was reasonable. I do not think 
that would happen. But that is the way 
this is drafted. 

The point I am making here is that 
within the language of this bill there 
are many complex, unintended con
sequences generated by this language. 
There is one little paragraph that is in 
here that the pond into which this 
stone has been dropped of a $10,000 fine 
causes ripples to occur throughout the 
society generally, and they are unan
ticipated. Yet, they are in this bill. 

So when we go through this bill sec
tion by section, and ask let us take a 
harder look at this section, let us take 
a harder look at that section. I think it 
is a reasonable request. It is not rea
sonable for other people to say, "Well, 
you are just delaying the process.'' In 
fact, we are not delaying the process. 
What we are trying to do is point out 
to the American people some of the 
very serious flaws in this piece of legis
lation. 

I think it is nice that when we point 
these out on occasion and raise them 
as an amendment, the drafters on the 
other side recognize immediately that 
the golden spoon has been found in 
their pocket, that the picture has come 
into focus on the Magic Eye, and that 
people have figured out what they are 
up to. 

What they are up to in this $10,000 
fine is essentially to create an act of 
intimidation and coercion against em
ployers in this country, the purpose of 
which is to make it unalterably clear 
that if you do not comply with the bu
reaucratically demanded health care 
structure, you would basically be put 
out of business or be threatened with 
such a fine of such an extended nature 
that your business and the viability of 
your business would be seriously 
threatened. 

So that is the issue, the issue of the 
fact that you have a situation where 
Government has reached the point 
where in order to assert this · plan, it 
feels it must intimidate, it feels it 
must coerce by threatening this level 
of fine. It is a philosophy that runs 
through this entire bill, Mr. President, 
a philosophy of we know best here in 
Washington. If you do not agree with 
us, that is because you are not just 
smart enough to understand it, or com
passionate enough to sense it. And 
therefore, please American people, 
stand back, and let us design your lives 
for you, and specifically let us design 
this health care plan. If you do not 
stand back, we are going to run over 
you with that truck that just appeared 
as a result of analyzing the bill that 
looks like a Magic Eye. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CONRAD). The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

know the Senator from New York 
wants to yield to the Senator from 
Delaware. I wonder if 2 minutes might 
be given to Senator NICKLES to re
spond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators 
BURNS, EXON' MURKOWSKI, and SMITH 
be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts has al
luded to the bill that I am the principal 
cosponsor of as the consumer choice 
bill, and said it has a standard benefits 
package. That is not correct. What we 
did in this bill, just to clarify, is we re
placed the tax exemption that people 
now have for their health care plans 
with tax credits. But we said if people 
want to get tax credits for health care, 
they have to have at least a cata
strophic health insurance plan that 
covered primarily hospital and physi
cian patients. We did not define every
thing else but they had to have this. 

The individuals could have a maxi
mum choice. It would be the individ
uals that would choose. That is kind of 
a new concept. They would not have to 
take what the employer offered. They 
could choose anything they wanted. 
But, they have to have it to have the 
tax credit. They to have to have the 
health care. We had a nice tax credit, a 
25-percent tax credit, so the Federal 
Government would help everybody. 

Frankly, the Federal Government 
uses the Tax Code right now to sub
sidize your health care by saying you 
do not have to pay taxes on it if you 
are an employer that subsidizes. A lot 
of people do not have a job. So they do 
not get any benefit from the tax credit. 
That is not fair. 

We said the tax benefits really should 
not be dependent on whether or not 
somebody has a job with a generous 
employer. They should be universal to 
everyone, just like we give tax benefits 
to people who buy a home. We do not 
define the size of the home, but we 
allow them to deduct the interest ex
pense. But it has to be on the home. 

Likewise, we said only a tax credit. 
We are willing to help everybody buy 
health care. We will give everybody a 
tax credit. But they have to buy health 
care with it, and in health care we said 
hospital and physician services. 

They had an unlimited number of op
tions. That is unlike the proposal that 
we have before us, the Mitchell pro
posal. That is unlike .the proposal we 
had before us that says it is illegal for 
you to offer different benefits. 

The Government mandates a very ex
pensive package. You have to have 
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this. If you do not have the benefit in 
your package, you are out of luck, or 
you are subjected to fines and penalties 
and excessive taxes. 

That is not what we had. We said we 
will give everybody a tax credit, and 
we will not define your package. You 
can choose your package. That is 
consumer choice. 

I think that is significant reform. 
I thank my colleague. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

yield 30 minutes to the distinguished 
chairman from Delaware, who wishes 
to address the Senate on another mat
ter, but one of equal urgency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DASCHLE). The Senator from Delaware 
is recognized. 

THE CRIME BILL CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I realize 
that I have been on the floor in the 
midst of this heal th care debate speak
ing about the crime issue more than 
once, and with the indulgence with my 
colleagues-at least on this side-I will 
continue to do that for a few more 
days. 

Mr. President, my friend from New 
Hampshire said that in relation to the 
health care bill, it is important to go 
section by section to look at the bill 
and see what it means and debate the 
meaning of the bill. I wish my Repub
lican friends would go section by sec
tion on the crime bill, because if they 
were going section by section in the 
crime bill, they would understand that 
what they are saying-unintentionally, 
I am sure-is inaccurate. 

The distinguished Republican leader 
spoke on the floor this morning, and I 
assume a copy of the speech I have be
fore me was the one that was delivered 
or placed in the RECORD. If, in fact, I 
am incorrect in that assumption, I 
apologize, but I am told by staff, and 
by the Republican staff, I believe, 
through the Democratic staff, that this 
is what the Republiqan leader delivered 
this morning. I think that today I am 
going to be speaking to what the Re
publican leader said. Tomorrow I would 
like to speak about what the hired 
actor for the NRA on television is say
ing, which is even more inaccurate. 

Let me take Senator DOLE'S state
ment as written here and respond to 
pieces of the statement, or all of it, if 
!may. 

Mr. President, on page 2 of the state
ment-and I do not know where that 
will appear in the RECORD-the Senator 
says: 

I hope we have signaled and that President 
Clinton now finally understands that last 
Thursday's vote was not a procedural trick 
or a politically Inspired attempt to hurt his 
Presidency, but rather a vote to Improve the 
crime bill. 

Mr. President, if that is true-and I 
am sure the Republican leader believes 

that-I ask my friends why 65 Repub
licans in the House voted for the 
House-passed crime bill that had ap
proximately a half billion more dollars 
in spending for programs they now call 
pork and social programs than the con
ference report that I negotiated and 
sent back to the House and they voted 
against? 

Said another way: How could we go 
from 65 Republicans voting for a bill 
that had more than a half billion dol
lars more in exactly the programs they 
now say are the reason for voting 
against the bill. Sixty-five of them 
voted for that. Only 11 voted for the 
bill that I negotiated with the chair
man of the Judiciary Committee in the 
House, which had more than a half bil
lion dollars less of what they say they 
do not want. 

The Republicans over there are say
ing that this is not about guns or about 
assault weapons. I do not want some
body back home to think I want you to 
manufacture all these Uzis and street 
sweepers. It is not that. It is that there 
is this awful social spending in there. 
Well, I cut the social spending they 
voted for by half a billion dollars, and 
then they decided they were still 
against the legislation. 

So I respectfully suggest that the Re
publican leader on the Senate side 
should ask the 54 Republicans who 
voted for more pork, as they character
ize it, and now are saying they voted 
against the conference report because 
it has too much pork, what happened if 
it was not politically inspired? Maybe 
there is another reason. Maybe they 
did not know how to read the first bill. 
Maybe they did not know. Maybe they 
did not understand the House bill they 
voted for the first time. That is pos
sible-regrettable but possible. But 
just maybe I am right when I say it 
was politically inspired. Just maybe. 

The Republican leader says that they 
want a no-nonsense crime-fighting plan 
for America. 

I am quoting from his statement: 
And here are some of the Improvements he 

should support * * *. 
Meaning the President, I assume. 
Number one, Increased prison funding to 

the House level of S13.5 bllllon and tighten 
the language so the prison funds wlll defi
nitely be used to build prison cells rather 
than halfway houses, or other prison alter
natives, and require truth In sentencing for 
first-time violent offenders. 

Again, maybe I have an incredible 
disadvantage. I have been responsible 
for managing this legislation for 6 
years. But one of the advantages is 
that I have the requirement of having 
to know the bill inside and out. I do 
not know the health care bill inside 
out, or any other bill. So I can under
stand how Senators may not know 
every provision, and if a staff person 
tells them something is in it, they may 
think it is in it or not in it. 

To set . the record straight, the bill 
that the distinguished Republican lead-

er and almost all of his Republican col
leagues voted for that we passed in the 
Senate-the Senate crime bill-which 
Senator HATCH stood up on the floor 
and referred to, if I am not mistaken, 
as the Biden-Hatch crime bill, which I 
was delighted to hear. For one, I was 
delighted to have it be called the 
Biden-Hatch crime bill. I think the Re
publican leader voted for that bill. 

That bill that we passed out of here 
that went to conference had $6.5 billion 
in it. That bill did not have $13.2 bil
lion, nor did anyone ever suggest, to 
the best of my knowledge, nor did any 
Republican ever suggest, that there 
was a need for more money for prisons 
than $6.5 billion. As a matter of fact, 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
[Senator GRAMM], if I am not mis
taken, negotiated the number with me. 

All of a sudden, this thing that they 
all voted for is now flawed because it 
has something in it they never asked 
for, never wanted, never spoke to. So 
we went to conference, and what did we 
do? We added $2 billion more; to be pre
cise, we added Sl.8 billion more than 
any Republican ever asked for on the 
floor of the Senate. 

So now the total is $8.3 billion for 
prison construction, $6.5 billion of 
which will provide 105,000 new hard 
prison cells, paid for, given to the 
States to build and maintain. I find it 
fascinating that one of the things that 
would prove we have a real tough crime 
bill is that we need $13.5 billion. Were 
they weak in November? 

Did these Republicans all of a sudden 
see God and say,"Oh, my God, this is 
not tough enough; we were mistaken," 
as we say in my church, "mea culpa, 
mea culpa, mea maxima culpa?" Is 
that what happened to them? Or did 
the little political bird fly into their 
window and say, "Hey, the Democrats 
are going to pass a bill'' ? 

I will let you all be the judge of 
which it is. 

Now, the Senator also says that he 
wants tougher language, truth in sen
tencing. Let me remind everybody 
what truth in sentencing was. 

Right now, there is no parole in the 
Federal system. If you get nailed in the 
Federal court, you go to jail. Why do 
you go to jail? Because Senator KEN
NEDY, myself, an,d others, including Re
publicans passed a law a decade ago 
saying no pa:role federally. 

We want the States to do that, too. 
They should. But guess what the States 
do? The States only keep their violent 
criminals in prison about 42 percent of 
the time to which they are sentenced. 
In the State of X or Y, when you get 
sentenced to 10 years in jail in a State 
prison, you serve on average 4.2 years. 
In the Federal system you serve a min
imum of 81/2 years. 

So the Republicans said, "We want a 
tough bill-truth in sentencing." I 
made it a commitment on this floor, 
and I never break a commitment. I said 
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it is a crazy idea to force the States to 
do this, because they will never spend 
the money because they will have to 
double the number of prison cells they 
have out of their own pocket before 
they get to seek Federal money. If that 
is what you want, I promise I will do it. 
Then, not that they did not trust me, 
to reinforce it, we had an instruction, 
as we say on the floor of the Senate. 
We had a vote. My Republican col
leagues instructed me as the leader of 
the conference on the Senate side to in
sist on that language staying in. 

So guess what? We went to con
ference. We got to this issue. We raised 
the spending by almost $2 billion, and I 
insisted and asked for a vote on truth 
in sentencing. 

That is what the Senator from Kan
sas says he wants. He says he wants 
more truth in sentencing. OK, great. I 
insisted on it. 

Guess what happened, Mr. President? 
The Republicans in the conference 
voted against it. I offered it, and Sen
ators HATCH, THURMOND, GRASSLEY, 
and SIMPSON voted against it. On the 
House side, the House Republicans 
voted against it. They did not even get 
to vote, quite frankly. We rejected it. I 
supported it; the Republicans knocked 
it down. 

Now, out of the blue, I am told go 
back to conference and put in truth in 
sentencing because that will make a 
tough crime bill. 

If we do go back to conference, pray 
the Lord that they instruct the Repub
licans, the conservative Republicans to 
be for it now. They were against it, not 
me, not the Democrats. They voted it 
down. With good reason, by the way. 
Republican Governors throughout the 
country says this is crazy. So appar
ently they listened to the Republican 
Governors instead of the Republican 
national chairman. 

So we have this straight now. One of 
the first conditions is for a tougher 
crime bill, want more money spent, 
and want truth in sentencing. 

I put in another $2 billion beyond 
what we had. We got more money than 
anybody voted for here, and the Repub
licans rejected truth in sentencing. 

What is the second point to make 
this a stronger crime bill according to 
Republican leadership? Well, cut at 
least half of the spending on social pro
grams. And they cite some, they call, 
social programs. They, first of all, 
start off with the Model Intensive 
Grant Program. The Model Intensive 
Grant Program is the same program as 
the Drug Emergency Areas Act that 
Senators D'AMATO and GORTON, and 
other Republicans, have cosponsored in 
the past. 

I wish they would make up their 
mind. It is not the same exact thing, 
not called the same thing. I think what 
makes them angry, and I am surmising 
here, is that the Model Intensive Grant 
Program is the name given to the pro-

gram by Mr. SCHUMER, a Democrat, and 
we do not have the name Drug Emer
gency Areas Act, which we have had in 
every crime bill I have introduced. 
There are some marginal differences, 
but we are talking roughly the same 
money and for the same purposes. 

What happened here? What happened 
between the time it left here that it 
was a good idea and the Republicans 
asked me to put this in the bill? I sup
ported it. By the way, I still do, and 
now it has to be out. 

We also have midnight basketball. 
Gosh, we are going back to midnight 
basketball. I hope everybody saw CNN 
last night. They went out to a place in 
suburban Washington, DC, in Mary
land, and guess what? It works. Let me 
quote. I am quoting. This was stated in 
1991. 

The last thing midnight basketball is 
about ls basketball. It ls about providing op
portunity for young adults to escape drugs 
and the streets and get on with their lives. It 
is not coincidental that the crime rate is 
down 60 percent since the program began. 

You might ask yourself who said 
that, who made this outrageous claim 
that where they had this midnight bas
ketball program the crime rate 
dropped among youth by 60 percent? I 
never made that claim when I put it in 
this the legislation. I just said it will 
get better. Who made this claim, which 
I think is probably accurate? Let me 
tell you who made the claim. His name 
was George Herbert Walker Bush. It 
was his 124th point of light. Remember 
those points of light. Well, every once 
in a while even he was right. He was 
right a lot of times. So I took his point 
of light and I put it in the bill. 

[Disturbance in the visitors' gal
leries.] 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
we have order in the gallery. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). The Senator is correct. The 
Sergeant at Arms will see that there is 
order in the gallery. 

The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I put this 

point of light in the bill, the Repub
lican point of light. 

Now, I understand it sheds darkness 
and doom. It is a terrible thing, $40 
million to have basketball leagues 
where kids not only play basketball, 
and they must stay in school, and some 
programs even require they keep a C 
average, and they must be off the 
street. There are other programs to 
keep the high schools open, so you use 
the gymnasiums-a Republican idea, 
not a Democratic idea. 

Senator DOLE goes on to say, and I 
quote: "But now 9 months later, the 
conference report authorizes a stagger
ing $33 billion, a 50 percent increase," 
over the Senate bill, "a 50 percent in
crease" that is over the Senate bill, he 
means. "Obviously, somewhere along 
the way the crime bill was hijacked by 
the big dollar social spenders.'' 

Boy, they love this language. Let me 
tell you what the big dollar social 
spenders did. We went in, and we added 
$1.8 billion for prisons. Remember now. 
His first point he wants more money 
for prisons. So we added $1.8 billion 
more for prisons. What did we do next? 
We added another billion dollars for 
the Byrne grants. Remember what the 
Republicans did when the President 
said he was going to cut the Byrne 
grants? They came to the floor. They 
said it was outrageous, that the best 
thing that happened at home was the 
Byrne grants. They are great, by the 
way. 

What did we do? We put in these big 
social spending Byrne grants. Do you 
know where the Byrne grants are? 
They are where the Federal drug en
forcement agents work with local law 
enforcement agents and nail drug deal
ers. That is a big spending social pro
gram. 

Now, we are up to $2.8 billion, we 
added. 

What else did we do? We added to the 
Treasury Department for enforcement, 
$380 million for new T-men. Folks, men 
and women, with guns, who go out and 
get bad guys, counterfeiters, bad guys, 
$380 million. We added $1 billion for the 
INS to go and nab illegal aliens. It. is a 
big social program, is it not? Tell that 
to the illegal aliens. They think it is a 
great social program. 

In total for Federal law enforcement 
we added $815 million. 

Then we added another $100 million 
for drug courts. 

Do you know how the drug courts 
work? 

And my friend from New York-and I 
am not being solicitous-knows more 
about this issue than any person that I 
know. I might add, by the way, when 
we all stood and watched New York 
and other cities burn, figuratively 
speaking, he said nearly 10 years ago, 
"The crack epidemic is coming. We 
better do something about it." And no
body did anything about it. They did 
not listen to him. 

So what happened? It used to be for 
every four men that used drugs, there 
was only one woman. Along came 
crack and, to use that Virginia Slims 
ad, "Women have come a long way, 
baby," because crack now has made it 
about 1 to 1. It is about 1.4 to 1. 

Guess what. Now we have more 
homeless children. Now we have more 
AIDS. Now we have more prostitution. 
Because these women cannot afford 
this, what do they do? They go to a 
pimp. He gives them crack, they do his 
dealing, they get drugs. AIDS spreads. 

No one listened to the Senator from 
New York. 

We added money in here for drug 
courts. Now drug courts do not deal 
with the crack dealers. It deals with 
another aspect of the problem. There 
are 600,000 young people, adults, who 
last year were drug addicted offenders, 
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convicted for a nonviolent offense, who 
never saw a day of prison, a day of 
counseling, a day of anything. There 
were a total of 1.4 million arrested and 
convicted; 800,000 got something, pro
bation, or random drug tests or some
thing, 600,000 because there are no 
counselors, there are no probation offi
cers, there is no prison space, got noth
ing. 

So we put in money for drug courts. 
Big social program. 

Do you know how that works, Mr. 
President? The way it works is that if 
you get arrested and convicted in a 
drug court-you are a first-time, non
violent offender, you are a young per
son, you are an adult, but your in your 
twenties. What happens is, you must 
either demonstrate that you are in 
school, in a job, be subject to random 
testing, and employment counseling. If 
you do not do any one of those things
you either drop out of school, you lose 
your job, or you flunk the test-you go 
to jail. Now, I have never heard that of 
a social program. 

But so we are talking about billions 
of dollars added. 

Let me tell my friend that more than 
$7 out of every $10 in this bill are for 
cops, prisons and Federal and State law 
enforcement. 

So I think someone should tell him 
that did not get hijacked by big dollar 
social spenders. It got hijacked by the 
FBI, as it should. It got hijacked by 
the DEA, the Drug Enforcement Agen
cy. It got hijacked by drug courts. It 
got hijacked by police SW AT teams in 
cities and counties and rural areas, 
working with State people. It got hi
jacked by $1.8 billion for more prisons. 

I guess you did not know that, but 
that is where the hijacking came in. 

Now, the third point that is nec
essary, I am told, for us to have a 
tougher crime fighting bill is: 

Third, plug the so-called safety valve pro
vision which could result in the early release 
of 10,000 convicted drug offenders. A get-out
of-jail-free card, brought to you by the Unit
ed States Congress. 

Let me tell you what that is. 
First of all, the so-called safety valve 

was insisted upon by the Republicans 
in the conference. I did not have it in 
the bill. When it passed the Senate, it 
was not in the bill. But, Mr. HYDE and 
Mr. MCCOLLUM, both fine men-and 
substantively they are right on the 
issue, by the way-insisted that this be 
in the bill. 

Now let me tell you what it does. 
No one gets out of jail under this nar

rowly drawn safety valve, which ap
plies only to nonviolent drug offenders 
and permits them to ask that their 
sentence be reconsidered under the 
guidelines. 

As the Senator from New York 
knows, the guidelines are now tougher 
than the minimum sentences in most 
of the cases. 

And do you know what the Bureau of 
Prisons says about who will qualify for 

this, this get-out-of-jail-free card as 
my Republican friends call it? As my 
Republican friends tell me 10,000 con
victed drug people? 

Do you know what they say, the Bu
reau of Prisons? Minimum, 100; maxi
mum, 400 people will be eligible for re
lease. 

Do you hear what I just said? Mini
mum, 100; maximum, 400. Ten-thou
sand? Kind of interesting. 

And, by the way, those who get out 
will all be nonviolent, no crime involv
ing a minor-and this is all listed in 
the bill, but in the interest of time I 
am not going to take the time now to 
go through it-no use of a weapon, no 
threat of force, no threat of deadly 
force or any force. On average, they 
will have served 4 to 5 years already. 
And all they get to do is ask to "recon
sider my sentence" under this manda
tory requirement that was built in. 
And the Bureau of Prisons says, first 
batch out of the box, the only people 
that qualify now, 100 to 400 people. 

Now, I am told then the fourth thing 
that makes this bill tough-I am read
ing now from the leader's statement, 
the minority leader. 

Fourth, no cuts for the FBI or drug en
forcement agency. 

I am quoting now. 
No crime bill should cut staffing at our Na

tion's top law enforcement agencies. 
Guess what? We agree with him. That 

is why it is in the bill. 
Now, I am a strong supporter of the 

FBI and the DEA. I want to increase it. 
But let me give credit where credit is 
due. Senator DOMENIC! insisted that 
this be in the Senate bill, and I insisted 
that it be in the conference report. 

So, the crime conference report spe
cifically provides money to the FBI 
and the DEA for additional agents; $250 
million for the FBI will buy approxi
mately 500 additional agents and $150 
million for the DEA will buy approxi
mately 300 agents. 

In addition, the conference report, in 
section 320915, specifically states that 
we should exempt Federal law enforce
ment personnel from the Federal work 
force reduction fund that supports the 
crime reduction trust fund. 

So the way we are funding this bill is 
cutting bureaucrats. We explicitly say 
in the law we are asking them to pass, 
"When you cut, do not cut the FBI or 
the DEA." And then we add $400 mil
lion to hire 800 new agents. So I am 
sure the Republican leader will be 
happy to know that we have also met 
point four that he insists upon. 

Now, No. 5. "Restore some of the 
tough provisions adopted last April by· 
the House, including" -and then they 
go on to say, "Megan Kanka's law." 

Now, there was a God awful thing 
that happened in the neighbor State of 
New Jersey, my neighboring State and 
the neighboring State of the distin
guished chairman from New York. 

This young woman, because sexual 
offenders-I will call them predators-

who had already served their time were 
released into the community and were 
in a house across the street, living 
across the street from young Megan. 
Everybody thought they were regular 
old people who moved in the neighbor
hood. 

One of them, allegedly-the trial has 
not been held yet-allegedly brutally 
murdered young Megan. There was an 
uproar. The distinguished Governor 
from New Jersey is insisting that there 
be a registry-as she should. 

Well, let me remind everybody. This 
is something-I guess people just have 
not had time to read this bill. 

In the conference report, the thing 
that the House would not let get voted 
on because all but 11 Republicans and 
48 progun Democrats and 10 members 
of the Black Caucus, adding up to 
enough to defeat the bill-there is a 
provision we put in the bill, tougher 
than either the House or Senate 
passed. It says anybody who is con
victed of a sex offense against anybody 
any age-not just a child-must, when 
they are released from prison, appear 
on a State registry. The States are re
quired to set up statewide registries. If 
they do not, they lose Byrne grant 
money. It costs them millions of dol
lars. That is the incentive, the only 
one we have available to us, federally. 
And we say, "Set up a registry." 

Then, when John Doe is released, the 
sex offender-he does not have to be a 
violent predator, just flat out having 
been convicted of any sex crime, he 
goes on a registry. Then what happens? 
As we wrote the law that is in the bill 
the Republicans killed, they are re
quired to then notify the local police 
agency. And they are required wher
ever they move to wear the scarlet A. 
And every time they move, they are re
quired to notify the registry. And, we 
made sure that when the police tell the 
community-as they are allowed to 
do-they would not be subject to pros
ecution. This is something incredibly 
unusual. We gave immunity to the po
lice department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I have 4 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. Could I ask for 1 addi
tional minute? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. You may have 4. 
Mr. BIDEN. I thank my colleague. 

Anyway, it is in the bill. It is in the 
bill. 

No. 6, the leader says restore some of 
the tough provisions, minimum manda
tory for those gun laws. He should read 
title XVIII. There is already minimum 
mandatory. Do you realize if you com
mit a crime that is under the Federal 
jurisdiction, and you have a gun, what
ever crime you committed if it has 10 
years, you automatically get 5 more? 
Minimum mandatory, no probation, no 
parole, no discussion. 
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Now he also says we have to have 

mandatory restitution for crime vic
tims. It is in the crime bill that the Re
publicans voted down. There is a provi
sion allowing, for the first time, vic
tims to show up at the sentencing pro
cedure to say, "Judge, by the way, 
when you are sentencing that guy I 
want to remind you what he did to 
me''-giving some empowerment back 
to the victims. There is mandatory res
titution, where the person who com
mitted the crime committed the crime 
of violence against a woman or against 
a child. 

And then he says, "And we have to 
restore Senator SIMPSON'S provision re
quiring swift deportation of criminal 
aliens.'' 

We do. 
The conference report includes the 

summary deportation provision from 
the Senate bill-with slightly modified 
language. This provision would speed 
deportation by eliminating the require
ment that a hearing be held and by 
eliminating layers of appeals. 

The conference report also includes 
$160 million for the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to hold deporta
tion hearings in prisons-so criminal 
illegal aliens will be ready to be de
ported as soon as they have finished 
their sentences. 

Last, he says we need flexibility and 
quotes Chief Fred Thomas of Washing
ton, DC, saying there is not enough 
flexibility for the cop money coming 
into the cities. I called the chief. It 
surprised me. Let me quote the chief. 
He said, "I support the bill a thousand 
percent. Senator DOLE must have mis
understood me." 

So I hope I have set the record 
straight for my friends and made it 
very clear that now that they know 
that all they wanted is in the bill, they 
can be for it. They can be for it. Let us 
find out. Let us find out whether this is 
politics or whether it is not. 

Let me tell you, had they not delayed 
for 6 years, had we passed the registry 
law, which is in that bill , maybe, just 
maybe, young Megan would be alive 
today. Had the registry existed-she 
got killed the day after the House fin
ished the conference. In fairness, she 
would not be alive because we could 
not get it done in time. But let me tell 
my colleagues something. If we delay, 
there are going to be more Megans, 
there are going to be more people in 
that situation because the bill now has 
those provisions. 

I sincerely thank my friend. I know I 
keep intruding into this debate, but I 
want to tell him something, it is frus
trating. If it is this frustrating on the 
crime bill, getting the facts out, I can
not fathom the difficulty my friend 
from New York as chairman of the Fi
nance Committee is going through. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Keep intruding. 
Mr. BIDEN. I yield the floor and 

thank my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HEALTH SECURITY ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 

much has been said that the Mitchell 
bill does, in essence, not upset any
body's present plans, is not compul
sory, or no body has to change very 
much. It overlooks, however, three 
groups that between them have some
place between 35 million and 40 million 
people covered with insurance, almost 
all of whom are satisfied with their 
current plans. 

First, employers with 500 or fewer 
employees who self-insure. I will ex
plain the difference on that. 

You can cover your employees in, 
really, one of two ways: You can go 
out, buy insurance from Metropolitan 
Life or Continental Casualty or Blue 
Cross or Kaiser. They provide the bene
fits. You pay an insurance company to 
carry them. 

Or you can do what is known as self
insure. You think to yourself, I am a 
stable enough employer. Rather than 
paying premiums to an insurance com
pany, I, the employer, will pay the ben
efits myself. I will run that risk. Some
times on occasion the employer will 
say, I cannot afford a catastrophic loss, 
and maybe they will insure for a loss 
over $15,000 or $20,000 or $25,000 or even 
$100,000 and say we will pay under that 
amount. They do not worry about ne
gotiating with the insurance company. 
They manage their own plan. They can 
have their own wellness policies. They 
do not have to live with others' dic
tates. You have about 20 million em
ployees who get their insurance from 
businesses with under 500 employees 
who self-insure. 

Under the Mitchell bill, they will not 
be allowed to self-insure. That is out. 
They will have to buy through what is 
known as the community-rated pool. I 
am not going to get into a discussion of 
that tonight. But in essence it says, 
"all small employers will have to be 
thrown in. Five hundred, it is not 
small-500 or less, it has that pool. It 
has an interesting-I do not know if it 
is an intended or unintended effect, 
certainly on California. But my guess 
would be on other States also. Because 
this rule of 500 or less also applies to 
cities and counties and fire districts 
and school districts. California has Los 

Angeles and San Francisco and Oak
land and San Diego and San Jose. Cali
fornia in many respects is like many 
States of the Union. They have scores 
and scores and scores of towns that 
have 5,000, 10,000, 15,000 people in them 
and they do not have 500 employees 
working for that town or that fire dis
trict or that school district. Yet they 
may be self-insured or they may buy 
insurance. They are out. They are 
going to have to come into this com
munity pool. 

I think most local governments are 
unaware of that in this provision, be
cause most States do have some kind 
of a program that allows all of the mu
nicipal employees in the State from all 
kinds, big governments and small gov
ernments, to insure through one plan. 

So there are 20 million people who 
are going to have to change. 

Second, you have, and we refer very 
frequently with acronyms around here, 
MEWA, M-E-W-A, multiple employer 
welfare arrangements. 

These are basically health plans that 
are offered by businesses, similar kinds 
of businesses. In my State, for exam
ple, the Timber Operators Council has 
a multiple employer welfare arrange
ment. We have about 26,000 enrolled 
people in it from all kinds of different 
companies-big companies, small com
panies. These are prohibited. They are 
out under the Mitchell bill. It does not 
matter what size they are, they are 
out. This has nothing to do now with 
the standard of 500. They have to go 
into the community pool, and buy 
their insurance. 

And then you have association 
plans-Association of Building Con
tractors, Coca-Cola Bottlers. Here you 
have a community of interest, maybe 
franchise employees, but they are all in 
the same franchise as opposed to a 
MEW A where you have all kinds of dif
ferent businesses. They have some 
business relation. But here you will 
have-Chamber of Commerce can have 
one, if they want. They are out. There 
are in some places between 10 and 20 
million people in the multiple em
ployer welfare associations and the 
trade associations that are now cov
ered that will lose their form of insur
ance and have to go into the commu
nity pool. 

I do not think most of them know 
this yet. So when the argument is 
made there is not going to be much 
change under the Mitchell bill, there is 
significant change for roughly 35 to 40 
million people-employers with 500 or 
less, multiple employer welfare asso
ciations, trade associations-that are 
simply written out of existence and 
thrown into a common pot pool. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Texas-how much time would he 
like? 

Mr. GRAMM. I would like 10 minutes. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 10 minutes 

to the Senator from Texas. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 
thank my colleague from Oregon for 
yielding. I want to thank him for what 
he has done to let America understand 
the health care bill currently before us. 
I am a firm believer in the old Biblical 
admonition: You shall know the truth 
and the truth will make you free. 

I am convinced that the .more the 
American people know about this bill, 
the more they are going to be against 
it. I think we are going to see the same 
phenomenon we saw with the original 
Clinton health care bill. With the origi
nal Clinton bill, the President's rhet
oric was so reassuring and so wonderful 
that it took time for the American peo
ple to discover that there was no rela
tionship between his rhetoric and the 
provisions of his bill. What we are find
ing here, as we look at the health care 
bill pending before us now, is that the 
rhetoric continues to sound good, but 
the actual bill language continues to 
be bad. 

Mr. President, I would like to focus 
on what the Nickles amendment is 
about. We know now the amendment is 
supported by the other side. They are 
not willing to defend the provision in 
the Mitchell bill that the Nickles 
amendment will strike, and for good 
reason: It is indefensible. But the 
amendment is important, nonetheless, 
because it focuses our attention on one 
of the two major issues in this debate. 

One issue, as we all know, is the in
credlble cost contained in the Mitchell 
health care bill, a bill that when fully 
implemented will cost the American 
people $194 billion a year. Except for 
Ross Perot, nobody knows what $1 bil
lion is. I know eyes glaze over when 
people at home hear me say that this 
bill, by Senator MITCHELL'S own num
bers, costs $194 billion a year when 
fully implemented. Their eyes glaze 
over when they hear that it provides 
taxpayer subsidies to 110 million peo
ple, when they hear that it sets up 45 
new Government agencies, when they 
hear that it has over 170 mandates on 
people and local government and State 
government, when that hear that it im
poses 18 new taxes to fund all of this 
new spending, and then it imposes 
costs directly on the consumer. 

But since nobody knows what $194 
billion is, let me give you a number 
that people will understand. For every 
family of four in America, that is over 
$3,200 a year that they are going to pay 
in taxes and indirect costs imposed on 
them to fund the Mitchell bill. 

So the relevant question for people 
back home is not whether it be wonder
ful to give all these new benefits to 110 
million people? Certainly it would be 
wonderful to provide these benefits. 
But the question that working Ameri
cans have to ask back home is, is pro
viding these benefits worth $3,200 a 

year to me and to my family? And will 
the benefits be worth $3,200 a year to 
me? 

Mr. President, I believe that when 
the people who do the work and pay 
the taxes and pull the wagon in Amer
ica-not the people who have organized 
groups here clamoring for the passage 
of this bill-but the people who are 
calling up our offices opposing this bill, 
the people who are writing in over
whelming numbers against this legisla
tion, when these people come to under
stand that-when fully implemented
the Mitchell bill is going to cost their 
family roughly $3,200 a year, they will 
conclude that this bill will not be a 
good buy for them. They will still pay 
for their health insurance, and the new 
mandated benefit will be between $5,000 
and $6,000. I am talking about new 
costs for all the new government cre
ated in this legislation. Most Ameri
cans I know, especially those in Texas, 
already think we have too much Gov
ernment. 

The second issue is freedom. The sec
ond issue is whether this bill allows 
people to make choices? The President 
used to argue that his old bill pre
served consumer choice. But the Amer
ican people came to understand that 
under the original Clinton bill that was 
not so. If you did not work for the Fed
eral Government-people in the Gov
ernment were going to be treated dif
ferently than everybody else-or if you 
did not work for a company with 5,000 
or more employees, which for a 1 per
cent tax could ransom you out of the 
system, your health insurance was 
going to be canceled and you were 
going to have to buy health care 
through a Government-run coopera
tive. 

And the final kicker that finally 
awakened America was the $10,000 fine. 
I am sure my colleagues remember the 
$10,000 fine in the original Clinton bill 
imposed on anybody who tried to sell 
you private health insurance in com
petition with the Government. 

The President went on and on about 
how free choice existed in his bill. But 
because the President was so convinced 
people would buy, given the choice, a 
private alternative, he put a $10,000 
fine in his bill to prevent people from 
going outside the Government program 
to buy private heal th insurance. Once 
people came to realize that, despite the 
fact that many of our colleagues for a 
long time denied that that provision 
was in the bill, the Clinton plan was 
deader than Elvis. 

The Nickles amendment has pointed 
out a new $10,000 fine, and this $10,000 
fine is in the Mitchell-Clinton bill. It is 
a $10,000 fine imposed if you and your 
employer decide against the health in
surance policy that the Government 
says you ought to have. 

Let me explain basically how this 
works, and if this is what free choice 
for you and your family is about where 

you are from, then probably you do not 
have a problem with the Mitchell bill. 
But if the American town in which you 
live-not Washington-does not define 
free choice this way, maybe you have a 
problem with the Mitchell bill. 

Under the Mitchell bill, the Govern
ment will tell you what has to be in 
your insurance. If you are a 64-year-old 
widower, the Government is going to 
tell you what coverage you will have to 
carry in your insurance policy. You 
will have to pay for pregnancy services 
and for newborn services. Even if you 
do not smoke and you do not drink, 
you are going to have to pay 12 percent 
more for alcohol and drug rehabili ta
tion coverage. The Government is 
going to make you buy all of this in
surance whether you want it or not. 

Second, if you and your employer are 
buying other benefits, the Government 
is going to tax those benefits. It is 
going to impose a 35-percent tax on the 
benefit that you got in your health 
plan that the Government says you do 
not need. Then over time it is going to 
impose an income tax on you by treat
ing your health benefit as income. 

For example, if you were in the 31-
percent tax bracket, and you already 
had an insurance policy you liked bet
ter than the Government's plan with
out alcohol and drug rehabilitation 
coverage because you do not drink and 
you certainly do not use drugs, you 
will have to pay 12 percent more for 
that coverage anyway. But if your plan 
covers services you do want, like or
thodontist care for your children, the 
company that provides that benefit to 
you is going to have to pay a 35-percent 
tax on it, and if you are in the 31-per
cent tax bracket, you are going to have 
to ultimately declare it as income. You 
are going to have to pay a tax. So the 
Government is going to impose a 66-
percent tax on that benefit. 

Now, tell me if in your hometown 
this is freedom of choice. The Govern
ment tells you what you have to have. 
Whether you want it or you do not 
want it, you have got to buy it. The 
Nickles amendment takes out the 
$10,000 fine for not buying it, but you 
are still required to buy it. If adopted, 
the Nickles amendment simply re
moves the $10,000 fine, but it is still il
legal not to do it. 

Third, if you want health benefits the 
Government says you should not have, 
you can pay as much as a 66-percent 
tax on those benefits. 

I was thinking, Mr. President, what 
do I own that I would be willing to pay 
a 66-percent tax to keep. Well, I do not 
want to get in trouble by saying I own 
my children and I own my wife, but I 
do own my dog, and I would pay a 66-
percent tax to keep my dog. But there 
is nothing else I own-and I am a U.S. 
Senator-on which I would choose or 
could afford to pay a 66-percent tax to 
keep. I would not keep my house if 
there were a 66-percent tax imposed on 
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it. I would not keep my truck if there 
were a 66-percent tax imposed on it. 

Now, you could say that I am free to 
keep my benefit if I am willing to pay 
that tax. But am I really free? Is the 
average working American really free 
when you say you can keep it but you 
have got to pay a 66-percent tax on it? 

I do not think so. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. GRAMM. That is why this bill 

needs to be defeated. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER .. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

manager on this side, Senator PACK
WOOD, has authorized me to speak up to 
10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for up to 10 minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to support the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma because I think it is 
excessive and punitive in calling for a 
$10,000 penalty for each violation with 
respect to each individual, and that the 
appropriate remedy here comes from 
the incentives in the bill on the sub
sidies and not from this kind of a puni
tive measure. 

Having been involved for a long pe
riod of time as a district attorney, this 
kind of a punitive measure is very ex
cessive compared to what we do when 
we talk about willful, deliberate crimi
nal violations. 

Perhaps of even greater importance, 
Mr. President, than an analysis of the 
punitive measure here, is the limita
tion on choice, a limitation on what 
the free market does by way of having 
individuals and employers and insur
ance carriers fashion policies which 
meet the needs of specific people far 
beyond what can be contemplated by 
Government on an elaborate statute or 
by a national health board. 

The benefits which are outlined in 
the Mitchell bill on the benefits pack
age do not include what some people 
might want to have if they are given 
freedom of choice. 

We are struggling through as this de
bate is proceeding to analyze and fig
ure out exactly what the consequences 
of this bill would be. As I understand 
the bill there are limitations on the 
benefits package offered by the Mitch
ell bill on dental care, on vision care. 
There is no provision for chiropractic 
services, podiatry, and there is no pro
vision here for long-term care. 

Now, some of these might be obtain
able in a supplemental package, but 
why not allow people-employees and 
their employers-to structure a plan 
which people might want under what is 
called a cafeteria approach, which sim
ply means that people can pick and 
choose from a longer list of options? 

If someone is not of childbearing age, 
why have the limitations which would 

be for people who are of childbearing 
age? 

This goes back to the amendment 
which was considered last night, the 
Dodd amendment, which was another 
example of bureaucratic limitations 
where the Government is going to tell 
people what they are going to buy, in
stead of allowing people to make their 
own choice for what their particular 
needs might be. The Dodd amendment 
provided that there could not be any 
policy sold which did not cover mater
nal care and child care. Now, that is 
fine for people who are of childbearing 
age, who need maternal care and who 
need child care. But if someone is out 
of that category, is beyond the age of 
giving birth or does not have that re
quirement, why should the Govern
ment mandate that no insurance policy 
can be sold unless it covers those kinds 
of services? 

Now, on its face, you would think 
that it really does not mean what I 
have just described, but as we analyzed 
this bill, as best we can figure it out, 
that is precisely what it does. 

Now, what is the rationale? What is 
the reason for that? 

The reason would be to require peo
ple who were in their seventies to have 
an insurance policy which provides for 
maternal and child care, so as to lower 
the cost for other people who may want 
those services. But in a democratic free 
society we really ought to let people 
choose what it is they want. 

The Congressional Budget Office-
getting back to the Mitchell plan-has 
estimated that the costs of the Mitch
ell plan are considerably higher. For 
example, on a two-parent family, the 
Mitchell plan would cost $5,883 con
trasted with $5,565. This increased cost, 
which does not include any of the pre
mium taxes in the Mitchell bill, is pri
marily for the cost on a group of serv
ices which many people may not want. 

The Mitchell plan also has total costs 
which are estimated, as best we can de
termine, at 30 percent higher than 
what the average American is cur
rently paying, what employers are cur
rently offering. So that an employer 
may be offering a lesser plan and be 
making up the difference to the em
ployee in real wages. 

Under the Mitchell plan, if you offer 
any health care at all, it has to con
form to the rigid proposal of the Mitch
ell plan. So that an employer might de
cide that he is going to offer nothing at 
all rather than pay 30 percent more. So 
instead of getting more health care, we 
are actually receiving less health care 
if that choice is made. The mandate, 
that is, the requirement that the em
ployer have coverage, does not become 
effective until a later date if 95-percent 
coverage is not achieved in a given 
State. 

Mr. President, as I worked through 
the amendments and as I worked 
through the Mitchell plan, there is an 

amazing degree of complexity as op
posed to the tradition in our society 
where an employer, in consultation 
with his employees, decides to offer a 
certain line of benefits. The employer 
then deals with an insurance company 
which can offer a wider variety of bene
fits than those which are enumerated 
in the Mitchell plan. 

Then you have the discretion in a na
tional health board to make certain 
changes with the benefits under the 
Mitchell bill. 

We have all had experience in trying 
to deal with the bureaucracy. When in
dividual needs, or an individual's de
sires, change, it would be nearly impos
sible to have to deal with a national 
heal th board. These are some of the in
evitable consequences which arise 
when you have elaborate statutory re
quirements which establish rigid pat
terns instead of letting the market 
take care of itself, instead of letting 
people make their own individual 
choices. 

So why not have people with the op
tion to. choose a basic benefits package 
of long-term care instead of prenatal 
care, if somebody is in the 65 to 70 age 
category instead of being bound by 
what this statute provides? 

Similarly, with the Dodd amendment 
from last night where as a matter of 
statute there cannot be any cost-shar
ing requirements, it may well be that 
the Secretary of Heal th and Human 
Services might want to have some 
level of copayment. So that, if someone 
is very, very wealthy, they ought to 
have to contribute for services. Every 
time we turn around and take a look at 
the fine print, we discover that there 
are limitations on what people will be 
able to do by way of their own individ
ual choice. 

The Nickles amendment, which fo
cuses only on the penalty which is ex
cessive, comes back, analyzes the un
derlying provisions where there is a 
basic benefits package, which may not 
suit a given individual or a given em
ployer. And under the present system, 
that kind of choice might be allowable. 

As we speak, Mr. President, there are 
other plans which are in the process of 
being formulated, proposals by the so
called "mainstream group" where I 
have attended their meetings-some 19 
Senators were present yesterday and 
today-trying to find something which 
is less bureaucratic than the Mitchell 
proposal, less bureaucratic than the 140 
new agency boards and commissions 
created by the legislation advanced by 
Senator MITCHELL even more than the 
legislation proposed by President Clin
ton last October 27. 

There are other proposals which are 
under consideration. The so-called 
Nunn-Domenici legislation which 
would be a much less onerous bureau
cratic scheme. These proposals are de
signed to try to allow the maximum of 
choice so that people can buy the kinds 
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of programs they want without having 
some rigid standard imposed by the bu
reaucracy, and by the Federal Govern
ment. 

So I support the Nickles amendment. 
I hope as we work through the com
plexities of the underlying legislation 
that we can improve upon it and give 
more people more choices with less ri
gidity and less bureaucracy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senator THURMOND be listed 
as cosponsor to the Nickles amend
ment, and that I also be listed as a co
sponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DECONCINI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. All time is allotted 

on our side. Will Senator SPECTER yield 
5 minutes on his side? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the Senator 
yield 7 minutes? 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 

I ask that the Senator from Pennsyl va
nia [Mr. WOFFORD] be added as cospon
sor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona is recog
nized. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues. I did not think 
the time had all been allotted on our 
side. 

I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. DECONCINI per

taining to the introduction of S. 2401 
are located in today 's RECORD under 
" Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I have 
a couple comments about the underly
ing amendment. It str ikes the section 
that imposes civil penalties up to 
$10,000 for viola tions of this section. 
And that section would include offering 
a plan other than the st andard benefit 
plan as defined by the Government. 

It a lso has a couple of other sections 
that I want t o let my colleagues know 
about, because I t h ink I will try and do 
an amendment on this as well. Individ
uals that work for employers are pr o
hibited from being offered a so-called 
alternative package. That is a package 
that has a high-cost deductible. Indi
viduals can buy it, but employers can
not provide it for their employees. 
That is absurd. Yet, it is in this bill. It 
needs to be eliminated. I thought about 
doing that amendment first, but we de
cided to go with the fines. We need to 
remove that provision, which i.s on 
page 138. 

I noticed with interest that my col
leagues say it is the fine print. It is 
fine print, but it is one of the reasons 
that we have said we need to spend a 
little time on this bill. This bill was in
troduced-or at least brought to the 
Senate floor Friday at 5 o'clock. I be
lieve only a couple of copies were avail
able. The copies were produced en 
masse, I guess , and available on Satur
day. The majority leader wanted to 
vote on Saturday and Monday, and 
that did not happen. So he was insist
ing on a vote on Tuesday. Some of us 
were saying we were not so interested 
in voting, not because we wanted to fil
ibuster or hold the bill up, we wanted 
to find out what was in the bill. 

This is a provision I found that trou
bled me, mainly because I was an em
ployer. I had a self-insure plan, and I 
find out that if that plan is illegal , 
then if I tried to do some cost sharing 
on that self-insure plan, I would be sub
jected to a $10,000 fine per employee . 
We have about 65 or 70 employees. That 
is about $650,000 because I was not com
plying with this so-called section. 

I am delighted that we are going to 
be successful in cleaning up this one 
amendment, but we still have not re
moved the provision that would pro
hibit an employer from offering an al
ternative package, one that has a high
er deductible. We need to fix that. We 
still have not fixed the fact that we are 
going to tell everybody in America, no 
matter how happy they are with their 
plans, frankly, they have to be replaced 
with a Government-designed plan, the 
so-called standard benefit package. 

I also want to respond to my col
leagues who said some of these plans 
have standard benefit packages and 
some do not. The plan that I am a prin
cipal sponsor of is not a standard bene
fit package. It says, wait a minute, let 
us reform the Tax Code and give every
body a tax credit. That makes sense. If 
you are going to get the tax credit , you 
have to provide health benefits. We re
placed the current income exclusion 
that excludes-if you are a generous 
employer and have health care, you do 
not have ·to pay a tax. That benefits 
people working for generous employers. 
But i t does not do anything for any
body who does not subsidize the em
ployees ' health benefits, or anybody 
wh o does not have a job. The Tax Code, 
if i t is going t o help subsidize insur
ance, should be able t o subsidize i t for 
every Amer ican, whet her t hey have a 
job or not. They need health care. 

So that was the purpose of our bill. 
Well, t o qualify for t he tax credit, y ou 
have to provide health care, and we 
said, basically, just any catastrophic 
plan that would cover basic hos
pitalization and physician services. 

Mr. President, as I mentioned, it is 
important to read the fine print be
cause you might find something you do 
not like, like this enormous fine that 
was imposed if you did not comply with 

the dictates in the standard benefit 
package. Hopefully, we will take that 
out. I noticed in looking through the 
bill-and this will be subject to an 
amendment that I or one of my col
leagues will offer. Maybe it will be a bi
partisan amendment, and we can be 
successful in deleting this. I hope my 
friend from Massachusetts, who is on 
the floor, will join me in this amend
ment. That is section 10135 on page 
1432. It says "no loss of coverage. " 

In no case shall the failure to pay 
amounts owed under this act result in 
an individual or family's loss of cov
erage. 

In other words, individuals do not 
have to pay their premiums and they 
do not lose their coverage. That is an 
interesting concept. I think a lot of 
people will find out that is in the law. 
If you do not pay, you do not lose your 
coverage . I think that may be very at
tractive. It may encourage a lot of peo
ple not to pay. 

Who does pay? This bill calls for-
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield on that point? 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, let me 

finish my point and then I will be 
happy to yield. 

On page 1430, it says, "The shortfall 
will be paid half by the family, '' and on 
page 1422 " the other half by employ
ers. " 

I think that is a ridiculous provision. 
It needs to be taken out. We have an 
amendment to take it out. I hope it 
can be done in a bipartisan fashion . 

This bill requires a lot of reading. I 
have been reading quite a bit. I have 
not read it all yet. I am still working 
on it. There is a lot of fine print and a 
lot of provisions in this bill that really 
do not make sense, that really do not 
work very well. 

Again, it is a conglomeration be
tween the Labor Cammi ttee package 
and the Finance Committee package. 
We do not even have a report on the 
legislation. Most significant legislation 
that is reported out of committees has 
a committee report. The committee 
tells t he Congress and t ells the Amer
ican people what it is comprised of. 
What does it mean? What does it mean 
in layman's language? We do not have 
that for this bill. 

So t he American people r eally have 
not had an explanat ion. When I ha d a 
press conference yesterday and I said 
under the Clint on-Mitchell package as 
presently draft ed you are subject ed t o 
a $10,000 fine if you do not have y our 
plan conform to the Government's 
standard mandated package, that is 
fact. We are going to eliminate the 
$10,000 fine but still have not elimi
nated that standard, mandated pack
age. 

So the cost of that · package, which I 
alluded to earlier, is $5,888 per family. 
That is enormously expensive. A lot of 
plans in Tennessee, a lot of plans in 
Oklahoma, a lot of plans all across the 
country are not that expensive. 
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When I hear my colleagues say this 

bill does not have a mandate in it, an 
employer mandate, until the year 2000-
something, I disagree because this is 
telling every employer that has a 
health care plan they have to have a 
very expensive health plan, one more 
expensive than many of them have 
today. And many employers are used to 
providing heal th care for employees. 
They want to continue to provide 
health care for employees. All of sud
den now they are mandated the plan, 
the Government-defined package, 
which is enormously expensive, and 
they do not have lesser expensive op
tions. They do not even have the op
tion that individuals have as far as 
buying the alternative standard plan, 
one that has a bigger deductible. Indi
viduals have that option under this 
bill, but employers do not. 

I think that is a serious mistake. 
Who pays? Someone might say you are 
doing that trying to protect employers. 
No, because, frankly, if we do not make 
it more affordable for a lot of employ
ers, a lot of employees are going to lose 
their jobs. A lot of employees will see 
a reduction in their take home pay be
cause the Federal Government is man
dating the plan that costs $6,000 per 
family and that business does not gen
erate enough economic reward for that 
to happen or economic return for that 
to happen. 

So the net result is either the indi
vidual loses the job, they have fewer 
employees, or have a reduction in pay. 
They do not get an increase or maybe 
even have a pay reduction to pay for 
this high Government mandate, this 
expensive plan. 

I think that is a serious mistake. So 
we have eliminated it. If we are suc
cessful with the amendment-I expect 
we will be-we will eliminate the 
$10,000-per-employee fine, or at least we 
will eliminate it when it goes through 
the Senate. I am always concerned 
what will happen when this bill goes to 
conference and what will come back. 
But we eliminate the penalty. 

But if we still mandate to employers, 
if you are going to provide health care, 
you have to provide the Government
designed plan, that is a mandate on all 
employers and in many cases it will 
dramatically increase their costs. 

I know a lot of employers who have 
health care for families that costs 
$2,400 or $3,000, and if you mandate 
they provide insurance that costs 
$6,000, you have just increased it. That 
is the same thing as a tax of $3,000 per 
family, or per employer. It is a tax on 
jobs. It will cost jobs, and that is a 
mistake. 

We have not remedied that with this 
amendment. We will eliminate the pen
alty, but we have not eliminated the 
mandate. 

What happens if we do not eliminate 
the mandate is a lot of employers will 
find that it is in their interest to drop 

the plan. There is nothing to keep 
them from dropping the plan, so they 
will drop the plan. 

What happens then? Well, unfortu
nately, when they drop the plan, a lot 
of those employees will go on subsidies, 
and the number of people who are sub
sidized under this bill rises by 57 mil
lion. I hope people are aware of that. 
Under this bill we will have 57 million 
more people on subsidies. 

What about those employers who 
drop the plan? They can come back 
later, and the employer can qualify for 
subsidies and Uncle Sam will start pay
ing almost 50 percent of the employer's 
cost share of those premiums. So there 
is a great incentive for employers to 
drop plans, employees to go on subsidy, 
and then the employer to come back 
and be subsidized later. 

I think that is a serious mistake, and 
I hope we will not follow that. 

I am delighted and hopeful that our 
colleagues will adopt this amendment. 
At least eliminate this very punitive, 
unfair fine that is in this proposal of 
$10,000 per employee if you do not con
form to this plan. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re
publican leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say 
that given the broad support for the 
Nickles amendment, obviously biparti
sanship is still alive and well in the 
Senate. 

I think this is a very important 
amendment because they have been 
saying this plan is voluntary and what 
it boils down to is, if you do not volun
teer for the one-size-fits-all standard 
benefits package, you can be fined 
$10,000 per employee. 

Let us get this straight. The bill as 
presently written tells employers who 
are already providing coverage to their 
employees-coverage employees bar
gained for and may be completely sat
isfied with-that maybe they are i:h the 
wrong and they should be punished. 
You must provide coverage that carries 
the National Health Board seal of ap
proval. It is not enough that you are 
satisfied. 

I think the point that he is making 
with this amendment, I might say to 
the Senator from Oklahoma, is not 
that the fine is too high-it would be 
too high if it were 10 cents-it is just 
another example, it is just one small 
fix in this 1,400-some-page bill, that I 
do not think we will have time to fix. 
Every time we stumble across or some
one reads about it and someone calls 
about it, oh, yes, that is right. We 
ought to fix this. And I just do not 
know how you do that in a few days. 

I also want to include in the 
RECORD-it may already have been in
cluded in the RECORD-that in the 
crime bill we use the word "criminal" 
437 times and 30 times in health care. 
We use the word "limit" 211 times in 

the health care and 33 times in the 
crime bill. We use the word "penalty" 
112 times in heal th care and 53 times in 
the crime bill. We use the word "re
quire" 755 times in the health care bill 
and only 207 times in the crime bill. 

There are a lot of numbers in there. 
I thought maybe we were on the crime 
bill. This is the health care bill, right? 

I want to put in the RECORD these fig
ures put together by the National Tax
payers Union, because they use all 
these restrictive words. The crime bill 
uses 1,361 restrictive words and the 
Clinton-Mitchell health care bill uses 
1,488 restrictive words. 

Maybe the crime bill is not tough 
enough. I have to believe the health 
care bill is tough enough. If you violate 
or do not do this or do not do that, we 
have a penalty for you. 

I think we ought to put those in the 
RECORD because I think a lot of tax
payers might like to know what they 
might expect, if by some strange event 
this bill should pass. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print this information from the 
National Taxpayers Union in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION FOUNDATION
NEWS 

RESTRICTIVE LANGUAGE: THE CLINTON-MITCH
ELL HEALTH CARE BILL VS. THE CRIME BILL-
AUGUST 15, 1994 ' 

An analysis by the National Taxpayers 
Union Foundation has uncovered a possible 
reason for last week's failure of the crime 
bill and the grave difficulties for the Clin
ton-Mitchell-Gephardt health reform bills: 
the health bill is too focused on criminal
izing medicine, while the crime bill is too fo
cused on providing care and services to 
criminals. Word counts on the different bills 
reveal that in many ways the Clinton-Mitch
ell health bill introduced 10 days ago uses 
much more restrictive language than the 
crime bill. 

Highlights on the textual analysis include: 
The "Crime" bill uses 1,361 restrictive 

words, while the Clinton-Mitchell Health 
Care Bill uses 1,488. 

While the "Crime" bill uses the word 
"limit" 33 times, the Clinton-Mitchell 
health care bill uses it 211 times. 

The "Crime" bill uses the term "penalty" 
53 times, but the Clinton-Mitchell health 
care bill uses it 112 times. 

While the "Crime" bill uses the term "re
quire" 207 times, the Clinton-Mitchell health 
care bill uses it 755 times. 

The term "restrict" was found 3 times in 
the "Crime" bill and 34 times in Clinton-
Mitchell. . 
- "Sanction" was found eight times in the 

"Crime" bill and 22 times in Clinton-Mitch
ell. 

The word "violate" occurs 63 times in the 
"Crime" bill and 113 in Clinton-Mitchell. 

WORD COUNTS: CLINTON-MITCHELL HEALTH CARE BILL 
VERSUS CRIME BILL 

Clinton-Mitch-
ell Health "Crime" Bill 
Care Bill 

Ban ..... .. ...... ....... ........................... ........... .. 
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WORD COUNTS: CLINTON-MITCHELL HEALTH CARE BILL 

VERSUS CRIME BILL-Continued 

Clinton-Milch-
ell Health "Crime" Bill 
Care Bill 

Criminal .................................................... . 30 437 
Enforce ................................................... .. 104 221 
Fine .......................................................... .. 13 46 

~~i~a.iioii· .. ::::::::::::: :::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
211 33 
44 9 

Penalty ................................................... .. 

~~~;~}~r ::: :· : : :::. :: ::·::::::·::. ·:: :::·::· : :.:::.:·:.: ::i~ 
112 53 
14 219 
36 61 

755 207 
34 3 

Sanction ............................................. .. 22 8 
Violate 113 63 

Total ................. .......................... .. 1,488 1,361 

NTUF uncovered last week that besides 
substantial use of this language of control, 
the Clinton-Mitchell health care bill also im
poses seven new federal racial, ethnic, and 
geographic quotas on those going into medi
cine, and the specialties; creates 109 new 
crimes and penalties (compared with 89 in 
the original Clinton bill); and implements 
price controls. 

JOHN E. BERTHOUD, 
Vice President for Research. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President let me 
just make sure everyone und~rstands 
what it is this amendment does. 

First of all, it deletes the reference 
to $10,000. That is all it does. We have 
all cosponsored this particular amend
ment because we believe that there are 
other ways in which to achieve compli
ance, in the hope that we can begin 
working together on many of the is
sues. We will continue to find ways 
with which to try to work on many of 
these things together. 

Mr. President, I want to go back to 
again, the concerns expressed by many 
of our colleagues on the other side with 
regard to Federal requirements. Let me 
read again from the bill offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma. 
~have great admiration for him, but it 
is as clear as clear can be. They elimi
·nate the entire exclusion for employer
provided health insurance in this bill 
page 31, probably the single biggest ta~ 
increase of any bill offered on heal th 
this year. If we are going to eliminate 
the entire deductibility for employers 
for health insurance, I cannot think of 
a bigger tax increase than that. 

Second, I am reading now from the 
bill, subtitle B, federally qualified 
heal th insurance plan. 

A federally qualified health insurance plan 
is a health insurance plan offered, issued or 
renewed on or after January 1, 1997, which is 
certified by the applicable regulatory au
thority as meeting the minimum require
ments of sections 112 and 113. 

Mr. President, if that is not what we 
are talking about here, benefits delin
eated, benefits required to be observed 
and adhered to, I do not know what is. 

Let us go to the bill offered by our 
distinguished colleague from Rhode Is-

land, Senator CHAFEE. I am reading the 
following from page 217. They were 
talking earlier about the concerns 
about taxes and the fines imposed for 
failure to comply. Here is what Senator 
CHAFEE would propose. I am reading 
from the bill: 

There is hereby imposed a tax on the fail
ure of any person or plan to comply with the 
requirements of section 1004 or 1201. The tax 
is SlOO a day for lack of compliance. 

Here it says the amount of the tax 
imposed shall be $100 per day, per em
ployee. 

Mr. President that is a $35,000 tax per 
year for failure to comply. So I think 
we better understand. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. That means, if they 

had 10 employees, if they eliminate 
that for 10 employees, just that 1 em
ployer, under this provision, it would 
be some $36,000. 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is what it says 
on page 217 and 218. 

Mr. KENNEDY. They describe that as 
a tax. 

Mr. DASCHLE. And they call it a 
tax. The point is, in fact, we do not dis
agree, necessarily, with the need for 
some compliance. The bottom line is 
we all recognize that we have all writ~ 
ten bills that state the importance of 
having some minimal expectation of 
what these plans will do. Why do we do 
that? We do that very simply because 
we have been told over and over again, 
"If you .fix one thing, take out the fine 
print. Take out the big surprises." 

Let us make sure we do not pass a 
fine print guarantee here in the legisla
tion we are passing. That is really 
what we are trying to do here. 

There are too many cases where peo
ple have been adversely affected by the 
surprises that they are encountered 
with every time they need their insur
ance. We want to take the surprises 
out. We want to make sure there is 
competition, not on how we can con
fuse the public but how we can take 
benefits side by side and compare them 
adequately, just as we did with 
Medigap, just as we have done on other 
occasions, other consumer protections. 

We recognize the need for forthright 
information, for truth and honesty in 
marketing. And that really is what 
this standard benefits plan will do. 

Again, let me emphasize that is not 
the issue in this amendment. This 
amendment is simply one which deals 
with the $10,000 fine. We will deal with 
it. We will find other ways with which 
to ensure compliance. But let us make 
sure we all understand the importance 
of having minimal expectations for 
whatever plan we pass for health re
form this year. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, my 

friend, the Republican manager, was 

generous in yielding time to the Sen
ator from Ohio for discussions on an
other matter. 

Their time having effectively ex
pired, I would like to yield the balance 
of our time to the Senator from Or
egon. 

Mr. COATS. I do not know how much 
time we have, but I wonder if the Re
publican manager of the bill would 
yield me 1 minute. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The chairman has 
been very generous in yielding the rest 
of his time. I just want to find out how 
much it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four and 
a half minutes. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I want to yield 
some time to respond for the Senator 
from Oklahoma. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Oklahoma and the re
mainder of the time to the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would 
like to respond to my friend and col
league from South Dakota. 

He alluded again to our consumer 
choice plan. I appreciate the attention 
it has received today and I hope it re
ceives a lot more. 

He said, "Well, he eliminated the tax 
exclusion. That is a large tax in
crease." What he fails to mention is we 
replaced it with a tax credit, a tax 
credit that was more generous than the 
tax exclusion. The tax exclusion on 
health care applies to people who work 
for employers. And if your employer 
subsidizes your health care, you do not 
have to pay taxes on what they pay. It 
is a nice benefit, if you have a generous 
employer. But it does not do anything 
for somebody that does not have a job 
and it does not do anything for some
body that works for an employer that 
does not pay or subsidize your health 
care. 

So we say, let us replace that exclu
sion that has only been to a certain 
portion and make it a tax credit and 
make it universal, so I would like to 
correct my friend and colleague. 

Then we say, to qualify, you have to 
offer tax benefits, but we do not define 
the benefits. We let people choose 
whatever they want. 

Unfortunately, under the Clinton
Mitchell plan, you have to offer a Gov
ernment-defined, mandated standard 
benefits package and if you offer some
thing else, you are subject to a $10,000 
fine. We are going to get rid of that 
$10,000 fine. But we still have the Gov
ernment mandating that you have to 
provide a very expensive, extensive 
health benefit of about $6,000 per fam
ily, which, unfortunately, a lot of fami
lies cannot afford. 

I thank my friend and colleague from 
New York for yielding the time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senator COVERDELL and Sen
ator THURMOND be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The Sena tor from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I find it 

somewhat ironic that, just a couple of 
days after the majority leader and oth
ers of our colleagues criticized the Re
publicans for trying to take some time 
to find out what is in the bill, now we 
are told that we ought to find out what 
the surprises are in the Mitchell bill 
and eliminate those surprises. I think 
that is what we were trying to do. We 
were trying to work through this 1,443 
page bill. 

We have learned that graduate medi
cal education is a potential serious 
problem. We have learned now that 
there is a $10,000 fine that no one even 
knew about. 

It is hard for me to understand how 
our colleagues, on the one hand, can 
say you have had plenty of time to un
derstand all of this, and now they are 
standing up, saying, "Well, we did not 
know about this, either, so we will join 
with you in taking it out. " I just do 
not think you can have it both ways. 

The bottom line is, this is a massive 
bill, full of surprises. The more we read 
it, the more surprises we find. 

And so, our request for some time to 
understand what is in this bill before 
we impose it on the American people, I 
think, is a legitimate request. I am 
glad we are now working through the 
process. I just wonder how many more 
surprises we are going to find. 

But I am pleased that our colleagues 
are joining us in exposing the problems 
in the Mitchell bill and beginning, 
piece by piece, to eliminate those sur
prises so that we understand what it is 
we are voting on when we finally have 
this vote. 

If there is any time remaining, I am 
happy to yield it back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of the time I 
have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2563 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
now occurs on amendment No. 2563, of
fered by the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES]. 

The yeas and. nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 

[Rollcall Vote No. 289 Leg.) 
YEAS-100 

Boren Bumpers 
Boxer Burns 
Bradley Byrd 
Breaux Campbell 
Brown Chafee 
Bryan Coats 

Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durenberger 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 

Heflin 
Helms 
Holl1ngs 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
Mathews 
McCain 
McConnell 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles . 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

So the amendment (No. 2563) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would just like to observe that on this, 
the second vote on the Mitchell amend
ment, we have had a bipartisan vote of 
100-0. A bipartisan measure has been 
adopted. It is a good sign. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FEINGOLD). The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
en bloc to the immediate consideration 
of calendar Nos. 568 and 574; that the 
bills be read three times, passed, and 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table en bloc; further, that any 
statements relating to these calendar 
items appear at the appropriate place 
in the RECORD; and that the consider
ation of these items appear individ
ually in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WARREN B. RUDMAN U.S. 
COURTHOUSE 

A bill (S. 2073) to designate the U.S. 
courthouse that is scheduled to be con
structed in Concord, NH, as the "War
ren B. Rudman United States Court
house," and for other purposes, was 

considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time and 
passed as follows: 

s. 2073 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF WARREN B. RUD

MAN UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE. 
The United States courthouse that (as of 

the date of enactment of this Act) is sched
uled to be constructed in Concord, New 
Hampshire, shall be known and designated as 
the " Warren B. Rudman United States 
Courthouse" . 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, regulation. docu
ment. record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the courthouse referred to 
in section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference 
to the "Warren B. Rudman United States 
Courthouse''. 

THOMAS F. EAGLETON U.S. 
COURTHOUSE 

A bill (H.R. 4790) to designate the 
U.S. courthouse under construction in 
St. Louis, MO, as the "Thomas F. 
Eagleton United States Courthouse," 
was considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time and passed. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair, I thank 
my colleague and I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HEALTH SECURITY ACT 
The Senated continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2564 

(Purpose: To improve the access of individ
uals in rural areas to quality health care) 
Mr. DASCHLE. I have an amendment 

at the desk. I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

DASCHLE], for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. REID, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2564. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 112, line 6, insert " including resi

dents of rural areas" before the period. 
On page 215, line 10, strike " (c)" and insert 

" (d)" . 
On page 215, between lines 9 and 10, insert 

the following new subsection: 
(C) TRANSFER OF DUTIES.-Effective Janu

ary l , 1996, the functions , powers, duties, and 
authority that were carried out in accord
ance with Federal law by the Office of Rural 
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Health Policy in the Department of Health 
and Human Services are transferred to the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Rural 
Health in the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

On page 612, line 24, insert before the pe
riod the following: ", at least one of whom 
resides in a rural area". 

On page 613, line 9, insert before the period 
the following: ", at least one of whom resides 
in a rural area". 

On page 647, strike lines 25 and 26, and in
sert the following: 

"For purposes of carrying out section 3341, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2001. ". 

On page 664, line 10, strike "or health pro
fessional shortage areas" and insert "area, 
health professional shortage area, or other 
rural underserved area (as designated by the 
Governor)". 

On page 651, between lines 9 and 10, add the 
following new paragraph: 

(3) SUBPART F.-For the purpose of provid
ing funds under subpart F, there are author
ized to be appropriated $10,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 1996 through 2000. 

On page 652, line 18, strike "and". 
On page 652, between lines 18 and 19, insert 

the following new paragraph: 
"(7) rural health clinics, except that for

profit rural health clinics shall only be eligi
ble for direct loans and grants under subpart 
C; and". 

On page 652, line 19, strike "(7)" and insert 
"(8)". 

On page 653, after line 23, add the following 
new subsection: 

(f) PURPOSES AND CONDITIONS.-Grants 
shall be made under this part for the pur
poses and subject to all of the conditions 
under which eligible entities otherwise re
ceive funding to provide health services to 
medically underserved populations under the 
Public Heal th Service Act. The Secretary 
shall prescribe comparable purposes and con
ditions for eligible entities not receiving 
funding under the Public Health Service Act, 
including conditions with respect to the 
availability of services in the area served (as 
provided for in section 330(e)(3)(A) of such 
Act), and conformance of fee and payment 
schedules with prevailing rates (as provided 
for in section 330(e)(3)(F) of such Act). With 
respect to federally qualified health centers, 
such comparable purposes and conditions 
shall include conditions concerning sliding 
fee scales under section 1128B(b)(3)(D) of the 
Social Security Act and waivers of 
deductibles under section 1833(d) of such Act. 

On page 672, line 1, strike the subsection 
heading and insert " FEDERALLY QUALIFIED 
HEALTH CENTERS AND RURAL HEALTH CLINICS". 

On page 673, line 3, insert "and rural health 
clinics" after "Act)". 

On page 675, between lines 16 and 17, add 
the following new subpart: 

Subpart F-Rural-Based Managed Care 
Grants 

SEC. 3467. RURAL-BASED MANAGED CARE 
GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
award grants for the development and oper
ation of rural-based managed care networks 
that integrate the medicare population of 
the area served. 

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.-To be eligible to 
receive a grant under subsection (a), an ap
plicant organization shall-

(1) prepare and submit to the Secretary an 
application, at such time, in such manner 
and containing such information as the Sec
retary may require; 
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(2) be based or provide services in rural or 
rural underserved areas; and 

(3) be currently operating or in the process 
of establishing a provider network serving 
the nonmedicare population . 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.-Funds provided under a 
grant under this section may be used-

(1) for the development and implementa
tion of rural-based managed care networks; 

(2) for data and information systems, in
cluding telecommunications; 

(3) for meeting solvency requirements for a 
risk-bearing entity under the medicare pro
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu
rity Act; 

(4) for the recruitment of health care pro
viders; or 

(5) for enabling services, including trans
portation and translation. 

(d) PRIORITY.-In awarding grants under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall give pri
ority to-

(1) applicants that will use amounts re
ceived under the grant to develop and oper
ate rural-based managed care networks that 
would serve at least one rural underserved 
area; and 

(2) applicants that involve local residents 
and providers in the planning and develop
ment of the rural-based managed network. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section 
(1) RURAL AREA.-The term "rural area" 

means a rural area as described in section 
1886(d)(2)(D) of the Social Security Act. 

(2) UNDERSERVED RURAL AREA.-The term 
"underserved rural area" means a health 
professional shortage area under section 332 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
254e) or an area designated as underserved by 
the Governor of a State taking into ac
count-

(A) financial and geographic access to 
health plans by residents of such area; and 

(B) the availability, adequacy, and quality 
of qualified providers and health care facili
ties in such area. 

(f) STUDY.-The Secretary shall study dif
ferent risk-bearing approaches for rural 
managed care and payment methodologies 
that differ from or modify the medicare av
erage area per capita cost payment meth
odology. 

Beginning on page 675, strike line 24 and 
all that follows through line 4 on page 676, 
and insert the following: "priated $314,000,000 
for ·fiscal year 1996, $285,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997, $365,000,000 for fiscal year 1998, 
$382,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $386,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000, $91,500,000 for fiscal year 
2001, $53,350,000 for fiscal year 2002, $38,100,000 
for fiscal year 2003, and $38,100,000 for fiscal 
year 2004, of which $2,000,000 shall be made 
available in each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000 to carry out section 338L of the 
Public Health Service Act.". 

On page 676, line 10, strike "NURSES" and 
insert "ADVANCED PRACTICE NURSES 
AND PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS". 

On page 676, line 20, strike "nurse anes
thetists" and insert " nurse anesthetists or 
physician assistants". 

On page 676, lines 21 and 22, strike "nurse 
anesthetists" and insert "nurse anesthetists 
or physician assistants". 

On page 677, between lines 13 and 14, add 
the following new parts: 
PART 4-ANTITRUST SAFE HARBORS FOR 

RURAL HEAL TH PROVIDERS 
SEC. 3491. ANTITRUST SAFE HARBORS FOR 

RURAL HEALTH PROVIDERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Attorney General, in 

consultation with the Commissioner of the 
Federal Trade Commission, shall clarify ex
isting and future policy guidelines, with re-

spect to safe harbors, by providing additional 
illustrative examples with respect to the 
conduct of activities relating to the provi
sion of health care services in rural areas. 

(b) DISSEMINATION OF lNFORMATION.-The 
Attorney General, in consultation with the 
Commissioner of the Federal Trade Commis
sion and the Assistant Secretary for Rural 
Health, shall develop methods for the dis
semination of the guidelines established 
under subsection (a) to rural health care pro
viders. 
PART ~EMERGENCY MEDICAL SYSTEMS 

SEC. 3495. GRANTS TO STATES REGARDING AIR· 
CRAFT FOR TRANSPORTING RURAL 
VICTIMS OF MEDICAL EMER· 
GENCIES. 

Part E of title XII of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300d-51 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"SEC. 1252. GRANTS FOR SYSTEMS TO TRANS· 

PORT RURAL VICTIMS OF MEDICAL 
EMERGENCIES. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
make grants to States to assist such States 
in the creation or enhancement of air medi
cal transport systems that provide victims of 
medical emergencies in rural areas with ac
cess to treatments for the injuries or other 
conditions resulting from such emergencies. 

"(b) APPLICATION AND PLAN.-
"(l) APPLICATION.-To be eligible to receive 

a grant under subsection (a), a State shall 
prepare and submit to the Secretary an ap
plication in such form, made in such manner, 
and containing such agreements, assurances, 
and information, including a State plan as 
required in paragraph (2), as the Secretary 
determines to be necessary to carry out this 
section. 

"(2) STATE PLAN.-An application submit
ted under paragraph (1) shall contain a State 
plan that shall-

"(A) describe the intended uses of the 
grant proceeds and the geographic areas to 
be served; 

"(B) demonstrate that the geographic 
areas to be served, as described under sub
paragraph (A), are rural in nature; 

"(C) demonstrate that there is a lack of fa
cilities available and equipped to deliver ad
vanced levels of medical care in the geo
graphic areas to be served; 

"(D) demonstrate that in utilizing the 
grant proceeds for the establishment or en
hancement of air medical services the State 
would be making a cost-effective improve
ment to existing ground-based or air emer-
gency medical service systems; 

"(E) demonstrate that the State will not 
utilize the grant proceeds to duplicate the 
capabilities of existing air medical systems 
that are effectively meeting the emergency 
medical needs of the populations they serve; 

"(F) demonstrate that in utilizing the 
grant proceeds the State is likely to achieve 
a reduction in the morbidity and mortality 
rates of the areas to be served, as determined 
by the Secretary; 

"(G) demonstrate that the State, in utiliz
ing the grant proceeds, will-

"(i) maintain the expenditures of the State 
for air and ground medical transport systems 
at a level equal to not less than the level of 
such expenditures maintained by the State 
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year 
for which the grant ls received; and 

"(ii) ensure that recipients of direct finan
cial assistance from the State under such 
grant will maintain expenditures of such re
cipients for such systems at a level at least 
equal to the level of such expenditures main
tained by such recipients for the fiscal year 
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preceding the fiscal year for which the finan
cial assistance is received; 

"(H) demonstrate that persons experienced 
in the field of air medical service delivery 
were consulted in the preparation of the 
State plan; and 

"(I) contain such other information as the 
Secretary may determine appropriate. 

"(c) CONSIDERATIONS IN AWARDING 
GRANTS.-In determining whether to award a 
grant to a State under this section, the Sec
retary shall-

" (1) consider the rural nature of the areas 
to be served with the grant proceeds and the 
services to be provided with such proceeds, 
as identified in the State plan submitted 
under subsection (b); and 

"(2) give preference to States with State 
plans that demonstrate an effective integra
tion of the proposed air medical transport 
systems into a comprehensive network or 
plan for regional or statewide emergency 
medical service delivery. 

"(d) STATE ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF 
GRANT.-

" (l) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may not 
make a grant to a State under subsection (a) 
unless the State agrees that such grant will 
be administered by the State agency with 
principal responsibility for carrying out pro
grams regarding the provision of medical 
services to victims of medical emergencies 
or trauma. 

"(2) PERMITTED USES.-A State may use 
amounts received under a grant awarded 
under this section to award subgrants to 
public and private entities operating within 
the State. 

"(3) OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT.
The Secretary may not make a grant to a 
State under subsection (a) unless that State 
agrees that, in developing and carrying out 
the State plan under subsection (b)(2), the 
State will provide public notice with respect 
to the plan (including any revisions thereto) 
and facilitate comments from interested per
sons. 

"(e) NUMBER OF GRANTS.-The Secretary 
shall award grants under this section to not 
less than 7 States. 

"(f) REPORTS.-
"(l) REQUIREMENT.-A State that receives a 

grant under this section shall annually (dur
ing each year in which the grant proceeds 
are used) prepare and submit to the Sec
retary a report that shall contain-

"(A) a description of the manner in which 
the grant proceeds were utilized; 

" (B) a description of the effectiveness of 
the air medical transport programs assisted 
with grant proceeds; and 

"(C) such other information as the Sec
retary may require. 

" (2) TERMINATION OF FUNDINGS.-In review
ing reports submitted under paragraph (1), if 
the Secretary determines that a State is not 
using amounts provided under a grant 
awarded under this section in accordance 
with the State plan submitted by the State 
under subsection (b), the Secretary may ter
minate the payment of amounts under such 
grant to the State until such time as the 
Secretary determines that the State comes 
into compliance with such plan. 

" (g) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term 'rural areas' means geographic 
areas that are located outside of standard 
metropolitan statistical areas, as identified 
by the Secretary. 

"(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
make grants under this section, $15,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as may be 
necessary for each for fiscal years 1996 and 
1997.". 

Beginning on page 718, strike line 23 and 
all that follows through line 5 on page 719, 
and insert the following new paragraph: 

"(8) with respect to the National Health 
Service Corps program referred to in section 
3471, $314,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, 
$285,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, $365,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1998, $382,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999, $386,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, 
$91,500,000 for fiscal year 2001, $53,350,000 for 
fiscal year 2002, $38,100,000 for fiscal year 
2003, and $38,100,000 for fiscal year 2004, of 
which $2,000,000 shall be made available in 
each of the fiscal years 1996 through 2000 to 
carry out section 338L of the Public Health 
Service Act;" . 

On page 720, line 22, strike " ; and" and in
sert a semicolon. 

On page 720, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

"(14) with respect to the development of 
rural telemedicine under section 3341, 
$15,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2001; and". 

On page 720, line 23, strike " (14)" and insert 
"(15)". 

On page 725, strike lines 7 through 11, and 
insert the following: 

"(6) in subsection (1), by striking para
graph (1) and inserting the following new 
paragraph: 

" '(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall use 
amounts made available under section 3471 of 
the Health Security Act to carry out this 
section in each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000.' ". · 

On page 777, line 18, strike "and medical 
assistance facilities". 

On page 780, line 3, insert "In the case of 
payment under this subsection to medical 
assistance facilities, the lesser-of-cost-or 
charges provisions under subsection (j) are 
not applicable." after "services.". 

Beginning on page 808, strike line 16 and 
all that follows through page 809, line 4, and 
insert the following: 

(2) by inserting "described in paragraph (2) 
and services furnished by a physician assist
ant, nurse practitioner, or a clinical nurse 
specialist described in such paragraph that 
would by physicians' services if furnished by 
a physician" after " physicians' services", 

(3) by inserting "physician assistant, nurse 
practitioner, or a clinical nurse specialist" 
after "physician", 

(4) by striking " 10 percent" and inserting 
"the applicable percent", and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A) The applicable percent referred to 
in paragraph (1) is-

"(i) in the case of physicians' services that 
are primary care services, a percent deter
mined by the Secretary that may not be less 
than 10 percent and may not exceed 20 per
cent, 

"(11) in the case of services furnished by a 
physician assistant, nurse practitioner, or a 
clinical nurse specialist described in such 
paragraph that would be physicians' services 
that are primary care services if a physician 
furnished the services, a percent to be deter
mined by the Secretary that is equal to the 
percent determined in clause (i) and deter
mined so that the total amount of such pay
ments under this clause and clause (i) is 
equal to the amount that would have been 
paid under clause (i) if the applicable percent 
for such clause was equal to 20 percent, and 

"(iii) in the case of physicians' services 
other than primary care services furnished 
in a health professional shortage area lo
cated in a rural area (as defined in section 
1886(d)(2)(D)), 10 percent. 

On page 873, line 20, insert " urban and 
rural" after "representative of the". 

On page 874, line 1, insert ", at least one of 
whom resides in a rural area" before the first 
period. 

On page 874, line 4, insert ", at least one of 
whom resides in a rural area" before the first 
period. 

On page 1390, line 22, insert "and that at 
least one member of the Commission is a 
resident of a rural area" before the period at 
the end. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I have a lengthier 
statement that I wish to make, but I 
will yield to the Senator from Iowa be
cause I understand his time constraints 
and would yield at this time whatever 
time he may consume. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I first 
want to compliment my friend and my 
colleague from South Dakota for intro
ducing this amendment. I am pleased 
to be a cosponsor of it. 

I wish to thank again Senator 
DASCHLE for all of his hard work not 
only on the whole issue of health care 
reform in America but for his paying 
especially close attention to the needs 
in rural America to be addressed spe
cifically in any health care reform that 
we pass. 

Rural America is not like urban 
America, and too often we lose sight of 
the fact that what may work in New 
York City or Boston or other places 
like that will not necessarily work in a 
rural State like South Dakota or Iowa 
or many of our rural States. And so the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from South Dakota builds on the provi
sions in the Mitchell bill that will ex
pand coverage for Americans in our 
rural towns and communities. 

Mr. President, perhaps nowhere else 
is the health care crisis more acute 
than in rural America. Rural Ameri
cans are more often poor, more often 
uninsured, and more often without ac
cess to health care. 

Now, the Mitchell bill provides fund
ing to build up the heal th care infra
structure in rural areas. It provides 
grant money and loans to help local 
communities develop health care net
works and plans. There are many pro
visions in the underlying Mitchell bill 
and in the Daschle amendment that 
speak to the different needs in rural 
America. There are many provisions in 
the Daschle amendment that strength
en those underlying provisions. 

I wish to focus my remarks particu
larly on one of those provisions in
cluded in the Daschle amendment, and 
that is that part which provides fund
ing for a grant program that will ex
pand access to health services in rural 
areas through the use of telemedicine. 

Over a year ago, I introduced similar 
legislation and have worked with Sen
ator CONRAD from North Dakota to de
velop what is now in the underlying 
Mitchell proposal. The amendment now 
under consideration will ensure that 
this grant program is funded. 

The grant program in the Mitchell 
bill would encourage the development 
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of telemedicine networks which can 
play a critical role in ensuring that 
people in rural areas have access to 
high quality health care. Telemedicine 
puts technology to work to improve 
the delivery of health care. It uses 
technology to link patients and their 
doctors in rural or remote hospitals 
with highly trained medical specialists 
in state-of-the-art medical technology 
located hundreds or even thousands of 
miles away. These linkages will allow 
more patients to receive care in their 
community and will ease the burden on 
specialists in underserved areas. By in
creasing the education and training op
portunities for providers in these areas, 
these links will also help underserved 
communities recruit and retain physi
cians. 

Telemedicine will help ensure that 
people who live in small towns and 
rural communities have the same ac
cess to quality health care as people 
living in Beverly Hills or in Palm 
Beach. As I said, Mr. President, by hav
ing these telemedicine networks, it 
will certainly help provide for the 
training, the education, and I think, 
the recruitment and retaining of physi
cians and other health specialists in 
rural areas. 

Too often, doctors who might other
wise want to serve in a rural area feel 
they do not have access to the latest 
technology and the latest diagnostic 
services. They are sort of out there on 
a limb in many cases when people need 
emergency medical care and they may 
not have that kind of ready access to 
the special care that they would other
wise be able to get in an urban area. 

Well, telemedicine can provide to 
that primary care physician or a physi
cian's assistant or a nurse practitioner, 
a nurse midwife, other health care pro
fessionals can provide for them that 
kind of backup they need. 

Rural hospitals and other facilities 
can benefit from the cost savings and 
the access to specialists that telemedi
cine provides. 

For example, a family doctor in 
Muscatine, IA, could immediately con
sult with a specialist at the University 
of Iowa for an instant diagnosis in a 
life or death situation. A specialist at 
Mercy Hospital in Des Moines could 
provide emergency advice and even 
help oversee a difficult surgery taking 
place in a small hospital in Centerville, 
IA, and a radiologist at Methodist Hos
pital in Des Moines could help examine 
x rays just taken in the small town of 
Jefferson, IA. 

My home State of Iowa, Mr. Presi
dent, has developed a world-class fiber
optic system that holds great potential 
in the area of telemedicine. These 
fiber-optic cables greatly enhance the 
potential of telemedicine because they 
carry not only more information than 
traditional copper wires but they also 
provide more clarity-clearer pictures, 
higher resolution-than copper wires. 

The Iowa Legislature just this year, 
Mr. President, voted to extend our 
fiber-optic system to all of the hos
pitals in Iowa. That should be done I 
think by next year sometime. With 
that kind of system, here is what tele
medicine will provide, for example. 

Let us say that there was a car acci
dent in a remote, rural area of Iowa. 
They had access to a small clinic or a 
small rural hospital but with no special 
care there. X rays could be taken, and 
those x rays could be sent over fiber
optics to be read immediately by a ra
diologist, say, in Des Moines or Omaha, 
maybe even at the Mayo Clinic in 
Rochester for northern Iowans and a 
decision could be made whether or not 
that person needed to be moved to a 
more intensive care unit or whether 
that person could remain in the small
er rural hospital, thus saving great 
amounts of money. 

There are all kinds of possibilities for 
rural doctors to use telemedicine to en
sure that they get the latest informa
tion and the latest diagnostic tech
niques to a rural clinic in a small town. 

Telemedicine will allow patients to 
stay close to home for support. For 
most people, one of the most traumatic 
times is when they are sick or injured, 
and we should be helping them stay 
with their family and friends. 

I am not saying there will be times 
when people will not have to go far 
away from home for treatment, nor am 
I saying that telemedicine will replace 
local doctors or the need for special
ists. But whenever possible, tele
medicine will facilitate local care and 
provide needed relief for overworked 
small town doctors, nurses, and other 
health care providers. 

I have looked over very carefully 
Senator MITCHELL'S bill because on the 
Labor and Health Committee I was 
very much involved with other Sen
ators in putting in very strong provi
sions for rural health care, and those 
provisions basically have been adopted 
in the Mitchell bill-not all of them, 
most of them. Those positions are 
strengthened now by the Daschle 
amendment. 

Senator MITCHELL'S bill will expand 
access to care for rural Americans, ac
cess to the Federal Employees Heal th 
Benefits plan, or another purchasing 
cooperative will help keep the cost of 
coverage down for rural residents. 
Many people in the rural areas are ei
ther self-employed or work in small 
businesses, and currently pay much 
more than big businesses for the same 
benefits. And they face much higher 
administrative costs. 

The insurance reform provisions in 
the Mitchell bill are critical for rural 
residents, particularly for our farmers. 
Farming is now the most dangerous oc
cupation in America with annual death 
rates at 52 per 100,000 workers, almost 
five times the national average. Under 
the Mitchell bill, farmers will have ac-

cess to a community rated plan. This 
means that farmers in a given area will 
be charged the same pre mi um for 
heal th insurance regardless of their oc
cupational risk. In addition, health 
plans will not be able to deny coverage 
because of preexisting conditions. 

Under the current system, the self
employed can only deduct 25 percent of 
the cost of health insurance while, of 
course, corporations can deduct the 
full cost of coverage. The Mitchell bill 
would raise the deduction for the self
employed to 50 percent. I support this 
increase. Senator WOFFORD, who I see 
is on the floor, and I intend to offer an 
amendment that will raise this to 100 
percent. 

I again want to compliment the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania for his leader
ship. He understands that our farmers 
and our self-employed ought to have 
the same kind of tax deduction as a 
large business would have in providing 
for their own health insurance. I con
gratulate Senator WOFFORD for taking 
a leadership position in this area. 

Allowing the self-employed to deduct 
the full 100 percent of the costs of the 
premium is critical in rural areas 
where the only health plan available is 
often a more expensive fee-for-service 
plan. It is time that we put the self-em
ployed and corporations on equal foot
ing. Again, that is not addressed in this 
amendment but will be addressed in 
the amendment to be offered by Sen
ator WOFFORD. 

To address the critical need for 
heal th care providers in rural areas the 
Mitchell bill focuses on training more 
primary care doctors, and also provides 
incentives for health providers to lo
cate in rural areas. 

The Mitchell bill would increase 
funding for the National Health Serv
ice Corps, which places about 55 per
cent of their providers in rural areas. 
The amendment offered by Senator 
DASCHLE would expand support for this 
program. Forty National Health Serv
ice Corps members are currently pro
viding care in 20 sites in Iowa. And yet 
there is still a shortage of providers in 
many of our Iowa communities. We 
have 18 counties in Iowa that do not 
have a doctor that will deliver babies, 
and an additional 14 counties have only 
one doctor who will deliver babies. 
Right now with the ·National Health 
Service Corps we have 47 bases in Iowa 
right now. These are communities who 
are eligible, and who have applied, and 
are on the waiting list to get a Na
tional Health Service Corps provider. 

The need to expand funding for the 
National Health Service Corps is very 
clear. Last year there were 4,000 appli
cations, and yet we were able to fund 
only 406 of those applications. The 
funding provided by the Daschle 
amendment will allow us to return the 
National Health Service Corps to its 
strength prior to 1980 when the pro
gram was gutted. 
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Again, I point out that there are pro

visions in the so-called Dole bill that 
would provide authorization for ex
panded funding for National Health 
Service Corps. 

Mr. President, with the budget caps 
and the ceilings that we have on right 
now, that authorization is worthless. It 
is meaningless. It sounds nice. But it 
does not do anything. So the Dole bill 
really does not address the need to 
fund the National Health Service 
Corps. The Daschle amendment does. It 
provides a stream of funding for the 
National Health Service Corps. 

So some get up and say perhaps this 
is the same as in the Dole bill. It is 
quite a bit different, Mr. President. 
This provides the funding. The Dole 
bill only provides the promise. 

In order to recruit doctors and nurses 
to rural areas, the Mitchell bill also 
provides tax credits for primary care 
providers serving in underserved areas. 

I am also pleased that the amend
ment offered by Senator DASCHLE 
would expand support for rural health 
clinics. Rural health clinics are located 
in health professional shortage areas, 
and are often the only source of care in 
a community. 

I have visited a number of these in 
Iowa, including the Redfield Clinic in 
Redfield, IA. Most of the patients in 
this clinic are seen by Ed Friedman, a 
physician's assistant, who also sees pa
tients in five area nursing homes. Phy
sicians visit the clinic once a week, and 
are always available by phone. 

Over one-half of the patients seen in 
this clinic are Medicaid or Medicare 
patients. Of course, with telemedicine, 
Ed Friedman, a physician's assistant, 
will have ready access at all times to 
specialists in Iowa, and perhaps even in 
other States to back him up. 

This rural health clinic in Redfield is 
an essential element of the health care 
system in rural Iowa. I am pleased that 
the amendment offered by Senator 
DASCHLE will provide assistance for 
clinics such as this one. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to sup
port the amendment offered by Senator 
DASCHLE. 

I urge its adoption by my colleagues. 
Again, I will close my remarks by 

complimenting the Senator from South 
Dakota by focusing our attention on 
rural heal th care. 

I believe the bill that we reported out 
of the labor and health committee ad
dressed these issues. Now for whatever 
reason they were not as tightly formed 
in the Mitchell bill. But this amend
ment addresses that, brings them up to 
speed, and brings these back up to the 
level we had in the labor and heal th 
bill, but for the provision of the 100 
percent deductibility, and for which, as 
I said earlier, an amendment will be of
fered to correct that by Senator 
WOFFORD from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. President, as we continue the de
bate on the health care reform bill, and 

we continue all the talking about this 
amendment, and that amendment 
about employer mandates and other 
things that we are going to be talking 
about, let us not lose sight of the fact 
that people who live in rural America, 
as I said, are more often poor and more 
often underserved than anywhere else 
in this country. 

If any group of Americans need 
health care reform, it is the people who 
live in our small towns in rural Amer
ica. They are not getting access be
cause they do not have the providers. 
They do not have the providers because 
the system is skewed against providers 
being able to serve in underserved 
areas. 

The Mitchell bill addresses all of 
that. It does it in a very forthright 
manner. The Daschle amendment en
hances that and strengthens that, espe
cially, as I point out one more time, in 
funding for the National Health Serv
ice Corps. That is most critical to 
make sure that our people in rural 
areas have the kind of access and qual
ity of care that they not only need, but 
they deserve. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from South Dakota for yielding this 
time. 

I yield the floor. 

STATEMENT UNDER SECTION 27 
OF THE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION ON THE BUDGET 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, on be

half of the Committee on the Budget, 
under section 27 of the concurrent reso
lution on the budget, House Concurrent 
Resolution 218, I hereby submit revised 
budget authority and outlay alloca
tions to the Senate Committee on Fi
nance and revised aggregates in con
nection with the Daschle amendment 
to the Mitchell substitute amendment 
(number 2560) to S. 2351, the Health Se
curity Act. 

Section 27 of the budget resolution 
states, in relevant part: 
SEC. 27. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND IN 

THE SENATE. 
(a)* * * 
(2) BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCA

TIONS AND REVENUE AGGREGATES.-ln the 
Senate, budget authority and outlays may be 
allocated to a committee (or committees) 
and the revenue aggregates may be reduced 
(as provided under subsection (c)) for dlrect
spending or receipts legislation in further
ance of any of the purposes described in sub
section (b)(2) within that committee's juris
diction, if, to the extent that this concurrent 
resolution on the budget does not include the 
costs of that legislation, the enactment of 
that legislation will not increase (by virtue 
of either contemporaneous or previously 
passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this 
resolution for-

(A) fiscal year 1995; or 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 

1999. 

* * * * * 
(b) * * * 
(2) PURPOSES UNDER SUBSECTION (a)(2).

Budget authority and outlay allocations 

may be revised or the revenue floor reduced 
under subsection (a)(2) for-

* * * * * 
(B) to make continuing improvements in 

ongoing health care programs, to provide for 
comprehensive health care reform, to con
trol heal th care costs, or to accomplish other 
health care reforms; 

* * * * * 
(C) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE

GATES.-
(1) UPON REPORTING.-Upon the reporting of 

legislation pursuant to subsection (a), and 
again upon the submission of a conference 
report on that legislation (if a conference re
port is submitted), the chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may sub
mit to the Senate appropriately revised allo
cations under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised 
aggregates to carry out this section. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.-If the 
chairman of the Committee on the Budget 
submits an adjustment under this section for 
legislation in furtherance of the purpose de
scribed in subsection (b)(2)(B), upon the of
fering of an amendment to that legislation 
that would necessitate such a submission, 
the chairman shall submit to the Senate ap
propriately revised allocations under sec
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised aggregates, if 
the enactment of that legislation (as pro
posed to be amended) will not increase (by 
virtue of either contemporaneous or pre
viously passed deficit reduction) the deficit 
in this resolution for-

(A) fiscal year 1995; or 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 

1999. 
(d) EFFECT OF REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND 

AGGREGATES.-Revised allocations and ag
gregates submitted under subsection (c) shall 
be considered for the purposes of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 as allocations 
and aggregates contained in this concurrent 
resolution on the budget. 

On August 9, 1994, I submitted an ad
justment under this section for S. 2351, 
the Heal th Security Act. Within the 
meaning of section 27(c)(2) of the budg
et resolution, the Health Security Act 
constitutes "legislation in furtherance 
of the purpose described in subsection 
(b)(2)(B)." 

The Daschle amendment to the 
Heal th Security Act also meets the 
other requirement of section 27(c)(2) of 
the budget resolution that 
the enactment of that legislation (as pro
posed to be amended) will not increase (by 
virtue of el ther contemporaneous or pre
viously passed deficit reduction) the deficit 
in this resolution for-

(A) fiscal year 1995; or 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1995 through 

1999. 
As the Daschle amendment to the 

Health Security Act complies with the 
conditions set forth in the budget reso
lution, under the authority of section 
27(c)(2) of the budget resolution, I here
by submit to the Senate appropriately 
revised budget authority and outlay al
locations under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) and revised aggregates to carry 
out this subsection. 

Note that, as this reserve fund sub
mission accommodates an amendment, 
it covers the time that the amendment 
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is either pending or adopted (if the 
amendment is adopted). If the Senate 
rejects the amendment, this reserve 
fund submission shall lapse, and the al-

locations and aggregates shall revert There being no objection, the tables 
to the levels they would have in the ab- were ordered to be printed in the 
sence of this reserve fund submission. RECORD, as follows: 

RESERVE FUND FILING PURSUANT TO SECTION 27 OF THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FY 1995-DASCHLE RURAL AMENDMENTS 
[Adjustments to aggregates and allocations; dollars in billions] 

Aggregate totals 

Budget authority .. ........... .. ............................. . 
Outlays ................................. . 
Revenues ........................ .. ... ................ .......... . 

Finance Committee allocations: 
Budget authority .. 
Outlays ..... . ........................ .... ............. ... .. ..... . ................... . 

Revenue allocations ..... .. ............... ... ........................... ... ........ .. .... .... .... .. .... .......... .. .. .... ... ... .. ............. .............. ....... ................ ... .... .......... ... . 

AMENDMENT NO. 3: DASCHLE RURAL AMENDMENTS (NO. 
[In billions of dollars] 

MANDATORY CHANGES 

1995 

$0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

1995 

1996 

$0.125 
0.060 
0.060 

1996 

1997 

$0.165 
0.130 
0.130 

1998 

$0.180 
0.168 
0.168 

1999 

$0.205 
0.1 90 
0.190 

1995 1995-99 

1997 

$0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

1998 1999 

$0.675 
0.548 
0548 

IS-year 

Budget authority .... ...... .. .. ... ........... .. ... ... .. ............ ... ......................... .... ... ... ..... ...... .. ... .. ................................. ..................................................... .. .......... .............. ............. . $0.000 0.125 0.165 0.180 0.205 0.675 
Outlays .. ............ ..... ...... .. ............... ........... .............................................. ............................ ........................................ . ............ .. ............. .. ... ... . 
Revenues ..... ....... ... ... ...... ................ .. ......................................... .. ........... .. .............................. ............................... . 
Deficit ... .. .. .. .... .... ... .. ....... ..... .................................................. ........................................ ....... . 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
Revenues ..... ..... .. .. .. ................. . 
Outlays ............................. ... .. ... . 
Deficit ........... . 

RESERVE FUND ADJUSTMENT 
Fina net: 

Budget authority ... . 
Outlays ................... .............. .... . .. .. ........ . ...... .................. 

Revenues ............ . ·············································· . ................. ..... ........ ... . 

AMENDMENT NO. 3: DASCHLE RURAL AMENDMENTS (NO. 
[In billions of dollars] 

MANDATORY CHANGES 
Budget authority 
Outlays .. 
Revenues 
Deficit ... ............ . 

Revenues ............................... ................ .... .. .... .. . . ........... . 
SOCIAL SECURITY 

Outlays ........................................... .... ...... ........... ...................... ... .... ... .......... .. ....... .... ... .. .... .. ........................ ....................... .......... ... ....... ... .......... . 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the bill be

fore this body that was introduced by 
the majority leader I believe provides a 
sound strategy for addressing many of 
the health care problems that face 
rural Nevada and rural America. Sen
ator MITCHELL'S bill will guarantee a 
comprehensive set of standard benefits 
for all Americans. It will expand cov
erage--extremely important for rural 
America where there is a dispropor
tionate number of underinsured people, 
and Medicare and Medicaid popu
lations-and will channel resources to 
rural areas. 

The Mitchell bill also increases ac
cess to care by designating rural health 
clinics as essential community provid
ers and in providing funding for ena
bling services like transportation, edu
cation, and outreach. 

The bill also provides funding for 
community health programs, increases 

funding for the National Health Serv
ice Corps, and encourages cooperative 
relationships among urban and rural 
providers. 

Mr. President, the amendments that 
are being offered today will build on 
the strong foundation laid by the ma
jority leader's legislation. This amend
ment that is authored and sponsored by 
the Senator from North Dakota, and 
the junior Senator from West Virginia, 
the senior Senator from Montana, and 
the Senator from Nevada and, of 
course, Senator HARKIN who just spoke 
so eloquently about a provision of the 
rural amendment that is certainly the 
wave of the future--that is, teiemedi
cine, so that people in rural America 
can have access to the finest care 
available. 

These amendments are necessary be
cause the health care crisis facing this 
Nation is felt every day by the millions 
of people across this country who live 
in rural areas , where there are few, if 
any, primary care physicians. The lack 

··· ·· ········ ······· ····· ··· 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

2000 

0.249 
0.223 
0.000 
0.223 

0.000 
0.000 

0.060 
0.000 
0.060 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.125 
0.060 
0.060 

2001 

0.015 
0.132 
0.000 
0.132 

0.000 
0.000 

0.130 
0.000 
0.130 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.165 
0.130 
0.130 

2002 

0.000 
0.034 
0.000 
0.034 

0.000 
0.000 

0.168 
0.000 
0.168 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.180 
0.168 
0.168 

2003 

0.000 
0.002 
0.000 
0.002 

0.000 
0.000 

0.190 
0.000 
0.190 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.205 
0.190 
0.190 

2004 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.000 
0.000 

0.548 
0.000 
0.548 

0.000 
0.000 
0.000 

0.675 
0.548 
0.548 

6-10 
year 

0.264 
0.391 
0.000 
0.391 

0.000 
0.000 

of access to qualified primary care pro
viders in rural areas is a critical symp
tom that our current system is badly 
broken. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, for the 
rural population in the State of Ne
vada, health profession shortages are a 
daily fact of life. Nevada is much dif
ferent than many of the other States in 
the Union. Even though it is the sev
enth largest State, including Alaska 
and Hawaii, in area, it is a small State 
in population. I think we are 36th or 
37th in population. But unlike many of 
the other counties-I hear my col
leagues here in the Senate talk about 
going back to their States and visiting 
dozens of counties on a weekend. Well , 
you cannot do that in Nevada. Nevada 
is about 80 million acres, consisting of 
only 17 counties. We have many coun
ties larger than States. Thirteen of 
these seventeen counties are identified 
as heal th profession shortage areas. 
Eleven of our seventeen counties are 
classified as frontier. What does that 
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mean? It means there are six persons 
or fewer per square mile, and more 
than 45 miles between medical service 
sites. 

The loneliest road in the United 
States has been designated to be in Ne
vada. Four of the seventeen counties 
are classified as rural. So we have, Mr. 
President, 11 counties that are classi
fied as frontier and 4 counties that are 
classified as rural. So we have 15 of the 
17 counties that are sparsely populated, 
and most of them are very large. The 
only two counties in the State of Ne
vada that have large cities in them are 
the counties of Clark and Washoe. 
Clark County is where Las Vegas is lo
cated. Washoe County is where Reno is 
located. The rest of our counties are
except for Storey-large in area and 
sparsely populated. 

In the State of Nevada, distances be
tween major rural towns average 100 
miles, with distances of 180 to 200 miles 
in more isolated areas. There are some 
people within the sound of my voice 
who have driven from Las Vegas to 
Reno or vice versa, and that is a long, 
lonely drive. But as long and as lonely 
as that is, it is still not the loneliest 
road in Nevada. We have a number of 
roads that are longer and more isolated 
than that area. 

As an example, Pershing County, en
compassing greater than 6,000 square 
miles, has only one physician and no 
physician assistants to service this 
population of almost 5,000 people. Re
cruitment efforts have been com
plicated by intense competition for the 
limited number of primary care grad
uates. Esmeralda and Storey Counties 
have no resident physicians. Other 
health professionals are also scarce. 
Rural acute care hospitals have experi
enced nursing vacancy rates of 17 per
cent. 

I have given this illustration about 
rural health, Mr. President, and espe
cially focused on Nevada, to indicate 
that we do have problems in Nevada 
and in our country with rural health. 
But no one should think that rural 
America is only the western part of the 
United States. There are many rural 
communities in a State like Massachu
setts. There are rural communities in 
almost every State of the Union. So 
this legislation is not select legislation 
for the people of the State of Nevada or 
the State of Idaho, the State of West 
Virginia, the State of Montana, or the 
State of Iowa. 

Mr. President, because of the unique 
characteristic of rural areas and the 
geographical and resource limitations 
faced by rural providers, I believe it is 
imperative that rural providers, con
sumers, and patient advocacy groups 
are represented on all of our national 
advisory committees. One of the 
amendments in this package, submit
ted as the rural amendment, deals with 
that. 

Rural health care needs are much dif
ferent than those of urban areas. A re-

cent study done by the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative shows that al
though both urban and rural residents 
average 7 restricted-activity days re
sulting from illness, rural residents 
miss more days from major activity 
than those in urban areas. Rural work
ers experience more health problems at 
work. 

As the Senator from Iowa stated, ag
riculture is a very dangerous occupa
tion. But, also, in Nevada we know how 
dangerous mining is. It is not as dan
gerous as it used to be because there is 
limited underground mining in Nevada. 
In the State of South Dakota, though, 
there is a very deep underground mine, 
and that is very dangerous. Agriculture 
and 'mining are America's most dan
gerous occupations and, of course, they 
are done in rural areas. Rural residents 
are also more likely to lack health 
care coverage than their urban coun
terparts. These differences should be 
understood and taken into account 
when developing policy recommenda
tions and implementing quality stand
ards. 

Part of this package that was written 
by the Senator from Nevada deals with 
this. That is, when we develop heal th 
plan and policy recommendations and 
implement quality standards, there 
should be some input from rural Amer
ica. That is what my part of the 
amendment deals with. 

This amendment would require at 
least two rural representatives, one 
representing rural physicians and 
health care providers, and one rep
resenting rural consumers and mem
bers of patient advocacy groups on the 
Advisory Committee on Medical Tech
nology and the National Quality Coun
cil. The Advisory Committee on Medi
cal Technology is made up of experts in 
medical technology assessment, health 
statistics, and economics, as well as 
representatives from the durable medi
cal equipment industry, pharma
ceutical industry, and the bfo
technology industry. The advisory 
committee must also have representa
tion from consumers, members of pa
tient advocacy groups, and health pro
fessionals, two of which must be from 
rural areas. This committee will assist 
in preparing a study of the impact of 
medical technology and treating dis
ease. 

Certainly rural America should be in
volved in this. The use of medical tech
nology in treating disease and injury is 
especially important to rural areas. As 
an example, defibrillators are rarely 
used in urban areas. Why? Because 
they can get them to an acute care fa
cility, emergency room, so quickly. 
But in rural America, our emergency 
medical technologists must know how 
to use defibrillators. Why? Because it 
takes them a long time to get the pa
tient to an emergency room. So this is 
just one example of why we need input 
from rural America. 

Rural input on the advisory commit
tee would ensure appropriate consider
ation of the accessibility, impact, and 
use of medical technology in rural 
areas. The National Quality Council, 
consisting of 15 members, 2 of which 
must be from a rural area, will oversee 
a national program of quality manage
ment and improvement designed to en
hance access and quality of care. The 
council is made up of individuals rep
resenting consumers, insurers, States, 
and heal th care providers. Many of the 
quality components in Senator MITCH
ELL'S health care proposal are private, 
nonprofit-based programs. 

Again, I repeat, the programs gen
erally speaking, in Senator MITCHELL'S 
legislation, do not create Government 
bureaus, agencies, but rather they are, 
generally speaking, private, nonprofit, 
State-based programs, a design that 
will streamline quality measures, and 
because of its local nature, will benefit 
from rural input on quality issues fac
ing rural America. 

This rural package of amendments 
will also place at least one rural rep
resentative on the seven-member Na
tional Health Care and Coverage Com
mission. 

Rural America must be actively in
volved in the delivery of health care 
services assessing the role of medical 
technology and ensuring health care 
and recommendations regarding cov
erage and health care costs. The per
spective of rural America is necessary 
to guarantee quality and affordable 
care to rural residents. 

Let me say one more time the Mitch
ell bill does work to get rid of Govern
ment agencies and activities. I do not 
want to get into a debate at this time 
over comparing Mitchell's rural pro
posals and the Dole rural proposals. If 
anyone cares to enter into that debate, 
I will be happy to participate in that 
because clearly the Mitchell bill favors 
rural America as compared to the Dole 
bill. 

In addition to that, while we are 
talking about boards and commissions, 
if you compare, as I would be happy to 
do it at some subsequent time, if some
one cares to do so, if you want to com
pare the commissions and boards estab
lished in the Mitchell proposal, you 
will find that he has done a great deal 
to eliminate bureaucratic redtape. 

But this is not the time to debate 
that. Perhaps one of the most impor
tant amendments in this package that 
I would comment on in addition to that 
that I talked about rural representa
tion on boards and commissions is the 
one which provides full funding for the 
National Health Service Corps. 

As I stated, there are two Nevada 
counties with no resident physicians 
and one county with only one physi
cian for its residents spanning 6,000 
miles. Recruitment efforts have been 
extremely difficult. Currently Nevada 
has 11 National Health Service Corps 
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participants providing health care 
services to rural residents. They are es
sential. They are very important. They 
are imperative. 

Fully funding the National Health 
Service Corps will greatly increase the 
availability of primary care health 
care providers to the underserved areas 
in my State and across this country. 

In closing, let me say that rural 
health care delivery in America is im
portant. There are 7.7 million rural 
Americans who now lack basic health 
insurance. Fourteen percent of rural 
residents are without health insurance 
at some point during the year. Almost 
27 percent of the rural uninsured are 
children. Thirty-two percent of the 
non-elderly rural uninsured have fam
ily incomes below the poverty level. 

We can make a case as to why we 
must reform our health care delivery 
system simply for rural Americans. If 
we came to this body and said we want 
to reform heal th care only for rural 
Americans, I think it would and should 
pass overwhelmingly. But we are com
ing with a package that not only takes 
care of rural Americans but urban 
Americans as well, and the amendment 
that we have submitted, Mr. President, 
will improve greatly the Mitchell bill 
as it relates to rural America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
want to speak on the pending amend
ment and the subject of rural health 
care which relates to the entire issue of 
the Mitchell bill. 

Mr. President, on the subject of the 
pending amendment I have not had a 
chance to study it all in great detail, 
but large portions of it are provisions 
that have been worked on by the Rural 
Health Caucus over a long period of 
time and are in fact very necessary to 
make sure that rural areas are treated 
fairly. in any massive reorganization of 
health care reform that we could pass 
yet this year. 

However, I think we ought to con
sider why we have to give some special 
consideration to rural America in al
most any bill that we pass. I do not 
care whether it is a Republican bill or 
a Democrat bill or a bipartisan bill, 
any massive reorganization of health 
care in America that is proposed by the 
most comprehensive bill, including 
President Clinton's own bill, ought to 
raise a red flag for people in rural 
America. 

The reason is, very simply, without 
change of the heal th care deli very sys
tem in America, there are problems of 
the quantity and quality of the deliv
ery of heal th care in rural America. 
There is already a problem. OK, maybe 
you would think, well, if you are pass
ing a comprehensive bill, you are going 
to solve these problems. 

There is too much in a comprehen
sive approach of heal th care reform 
that fits into the "one size fits all" 

pattern of things that we attempt to do 
in Washington, DC, I think, not only by 
some of the things we have done in 
past Congresses that have had a nega
tive impact on the delivery of health 
care in rural America, and one of those 
is putting restrictions on Medicare re
imbursement-that has had a very neg
ative impact on rural America-but 
also if you look at national schemes in 
other countries, you find in these coun
tries, as you have seen in some of the 
slight things we have done in rural 
America on Medicare and the impact 
on rural America, that rural areas of 
these countries come up short. 

And so, I think a long time ago, when 
we first started talking about com
prehensive reforms, even in 1992, as we 
were working, some of us Republicans 
were meeting every other Thursday 
morning for breakfast to work on what 
eventually became the CHAFEE bill and 
what we were hoping to get President 
Bush interested in doing, we felt that 
we had to have some special consider
ations for rural America. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from 
Iowa yield for a question? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would be glad to yield for a question. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my 
friend from Iowa, I have listened to the 
few minutes he has spoken. I think it is 
important that, on this issue alone we 
do not talk about the underlying bill, 
but on the issue of rural health care. It 
is something that those us of who rep
resent States that have rural popu
lations should recognize. During the 
last 10 years we have had 330 hospitals 
in rural America that have gone out of 
business. 

Is the Senator aware of those figures 
like that that are prevailing? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the Senator from Nevada is 
making a case with statistics that I am 
prepared to agree with and make as 
well. 

As I was saying, it is it is a situation 
in rural areas of any country that have 
adopted national plans. I can show you 
a newspaper article I have here that, 
within the last 10 months, there was a 
major reorganization of heal th care in 
Saskatchewan because of the limit on 
funds that were available, that they 
just closed 52 hospitals in one move, 
one decision by the Health Minister of 
Saskatchewan. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
one further question? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I believe, as the Senator's 

statement indicated, one of the reasons 
we had 330 rural hospitals closing be
tween 1980 and 1990 is how we have han
dled Medicare. The fact of the matter 
is that hospitals have not been reim
bursed properly. They have gotten less 
for doing the same procedure in a rural 
hospital. They are given less money 
than if it were done in an urban hos
pital, and it should be just reversed. 

So I really very much appreciate the 
Senator's statement. I think, if the 
Senator looks closely at our amend
ments, that consists of this one amend
ment, he will find significant informa
tion in the amendment that came from 
the work that he and some of the oth
ers have done on the rural health care 
caucus. 

So, through the Chair, to the Senator 
from Iowa, I express my appreciation 
for the statement and the work that he 
has done in the years gone by in rural 
health, and I look forward to working 
with him on this issue. I think the im
portance of this issue to a lot of us is 
evident in the fact that this is one of 
the first amendments we brought up to 
make sure that rural health is taken 
care of if, in fact, we do major legisla
tion dealing with health care. 

(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the chair.) 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I do not disagree 

with anything the Senator from Ne
vada has stated. I think, for the most 
part, as we have read the outline-we 
have not studied the language of the 
amendment yet-that most of what is 
in there we would agree with. 

I was hoping to set the stage for the 
fact that when you have massive reor
ganization of health care, as is evi
denced by this 1,400-page bill that we 
have before us, you do, in fact, have to 
commit yourself to taking very special 
care for rural America or, with that 
massive reorganization of health care, 
we are going to come up further short 
than rural America already is when it 
comes to the deli very of heal th care in 
rural America, both from a quantity 
and quality standpoint. 

I referred to the situation in Canada 
where, because of lack of money and 
reorganization, they found it necessary 
to close 52 rural hospitals. It is a situa
tion you get into when you have a po
tential for limiting the amount of 
money that is going to be spent on 
heal th care in America. 

Even though there is not in this bill 
before us, as there was in President 
Clinton's bill, proposals for global 
budgeting and premium caps, there are 
some things in the bill, like the 25 per
cent assessment on high cost plans, 
which are going to eventually work 
like premium caps and which are even
tually going to lead us to a point where 
there is going to be limits on what can 
be spent and plans are going to have to 
Ii ve within those limits. 

And those plans are going to lead to 
some rationing. And the impact of that 
rationing is going to be much more se
riously impacted in rural America than 
in urban America. I think that is what 
we want to take into consideration. 

I have a letter that I want to refer to 
about the impact of some of these bills 
and the bill before us on rural America. 

And, the letter says: 
On behalf of more than 100 farm and rural 

organizations we would like to voice our con
cern with the Health Care Reform Proposal 
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offered by Senator Mitchell, as presently 
written. 

We have spoken forcefully in favor of 100 
percent tax deduction for the self employed 
and against an employer mandate * * * and 
against mandatory alliance. 

We cannot support any plan that: 1. Does 
not achieve a 100 percent deduction. 2. Lays 
out the foundation for an Employer Man
date. 3. Sets up " required' 'participation in 
purchasing alliances, a " de-factor' Manda
tory Alliance. 

But there are other rural concerns that re
quired bi-partisan attention. 

Paperwork. It sets up administrative and 
reporting requirements that wlll be highly 
burdensome for small employers. 

Cost of insurance may rise. Farmers tradi
tionally buy plans with high deductibles. 
The Mitchell Plan limits this option. Com
munity rating pools are broadly defined so 
that-in many instances-rural citizens will 
subsidize the health costs of their urban and 
suburban cousins, places where medical costs 
are not only higher, but so ls utlllzatlon. In 
addition, age banding ls unnecessarily re
strictive. States have the option of setting 
up a community rate for the entire state. 

It limits choice. It would allow states or 
the D.O.L. to determine, base on unstated 
definitions, that there is insufficient com
petition in certain rural areas so they are 
not required to even offer more than one 
plan to their employees. That one plan must 
always be the HIPC, and the HIPC must al
ways include the FEHBP. This amounts to a 
potential back-door single-payor system for 
rural areas. 

Cost-shifting. It cuts into projected Medi
care expenditures, which will hurt many 
rural hospitals, and because it shifts bllllons 
in Medicaid costs to private insurers, cost
shifting wlll take place. Net result: a mas
sive, unintended cost-shift that wlll fuel in
surance costs of fee-for-service plans-the 
primary insurance vehicle for rural commu
nities. 

Taxes. The new tax on plans with fast 
growing health premiums wlll hit fee-for
service plans hardest, especially those in 
rural areas, for reasons already noted in pre
vious paragraph. 

Association Plans. About 1 in 3 farmers 
and very-small rural small businesses have 
their health insurance through " association 
plans" , which pool businesses or individuals 
in a form of voluntary cooperative. These 
plans are more likely to have begun to nego
tiate PPO and cost-savings with providers. 
However, these plans are essentially made 
ineffective by making them a part of a com
munity rated pool, and not part of an experi
enced rated pool, despite the fact that many 
of these plans have more than 500, and some 
more than 5,000, individuals enrolled. Solu
tions: allow large association plans to be ex
perienced rated, but require an annual open 
enrollment for members. The long-range im
pact of weaker private sector pooling ar
rangements is to eventually force very small 
businesses, and the self-employed into the 
state or federal-directed HIPCs-which may 
be the insurance of last resort for the poor. 

Subsidies. Subsidies do not clearly distin
guish the realities of farm income, in which 
it is true that farmers have relatively high 
" gross income" but " low net income" . Care
ful consideration should be made for agricul
tural producers, especially young farmers, 
because " gross incomes" may not be the best 
determination. 

Health Board. It gives enormous power to 
several new agencies, especially the National 
Health Board, but it does not include provi-

sions that would guarantee rural representa
tion on those boards. Heal th care is not nec
essarily better, or worse in rural America, 
but it is different. The composition of any 
agency with important health powers should 
include stronger rural representation. 

Medical Savings Account. It does not in
clude Medical Savings Accounts. Farmers 
would benefit from MSAs, and have been pio
neers in the use of the MSA concept by 
blending high deductible plans with person
ally-funded tax deferral savings vehicles. 
MSAs are a proven " concept" , the Mitchell 
Plan does not acknowledge their value in 
any way at all. 

There are many positive enhancements to 
the recruiting of heal th professionals to 
rural areas and grants for demonstration 
projects, but on balance is not a plan we can 
embrace. 

Mr. President, I am not going to read 
the 150-some organizations from rural 
America who have signed this letter. I 
ask unanimous consent to have the let
ter printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 12, 1994. 
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: On behalf of 

more than 100 farm and rural organizations 
we would like to voice our concern with the 
Health Care Reform Proposal offered by Sen
ator Mitchell, as presently written. 

We have spoken forcefully in favor of 100 
percent tax deduction for the self employed 
and against an employer mandate * * * and 
against mandatory alliance. 

We cannot support any plan that: 1. Does 
not achieve a 100 percent deduction. 2. Lays 
out the foundation for an Employer Man
date. 3. Sets up " required" participation in 
purchasing alliances, a "de-facto" Manda
tory Alliance. 

But there are other rural concerns that re
quire bi-partisan attention. 

Paperwork. It sets up administrative and 
reporting requirements that will be highly 
burdensome for small employers. 

Cost of insurance may rise. Farmers tradi
tionally buy plans with high deductibles. 
The Mitchell Plan limits this option. Com
munity rating pools are broadly defined so 
that-in many instances-rural citizens will 
subsidize the health costs of their urban and 
suburban cousins, places where medical costs 
are not only higher, but so is utilization. In 
addition, age banding is unnecessarily re
strictive. States have the option of setting 
up a community rate for the entire state. 

It limits choice. It would allow states or 
the D.O.L. to determine, based on unstated 
definitions, that there is insufficient com
petition in certain rural areas so they are 
not required to even offer more than one 
plan to their employees. That one plan must 
always be the HIPC, and the HIPC must al
ways include the FEHBP. This amounts to a 
potential back-door single-payor system for 
rural areas. 

Cost-shifting. It cuts into projected Medi
care expenditures, which will hurt many 
rural hospitals, and because it shifts billions 
in Medical costs to private insurers, cost
shifting will take place. Net result: a mas
sive, unintended cost-shift that will fuel in
surance costs of fee-for-service plans-the 
primary insurance vehicle for rural commu
nities. 

Taxes. The new tax on plans with fast 
growing premiums will hit fee-for-service 

plans hardest, especially those in rural 
areas, for reasons already noted in previous 
paragraph. 

Association Plans. About 1 in 3 farmers 
and very-small rural small businesses have 
their health insurance through " association 
plans", which pool businesses or individuals 
in a form of voluntary cooperative. These 
plans are more likely to have begun to nego
tiate PPO and cost-savings with providers. 
However, these plans are essentially made 
ineffective by making them a part of com
munity rated pool, and not part of an experi
enced rated pool, despite the fact that many 
of these plans have more than 500, and some 
more than 5,000, individuals enrolled. Solu
tions: allow large association plans to be ex
perienced rated, but require an annual open 
enrollment for members. The long-range im
pact of weaker private sector pooling ar
rangements is to eventually force very small 
businesses, and the self-employed into the 
state or federal-directed HIPCs-which may 
be the insurance of last resort for the poor. 

Subsidies. Subsidies do not clearly distin
guish the realities of farm income, in which 
it is true that farmers relatively high " gross 
income" but " low net income". Careful con
sideration should be made for agricultural 
producers, especially young farmers, because 
"gross incomes" may not be the best deter
mination. 

Health Board. It gives enormous power to 
several new agencies, especially the National 
Health Board, but it does not include provi
sions that would guarantee rural representa
tion of those boards. Health care is not nec
essarily better, or worse in rural America, 
but it is different. The composition of any 
agency with important health powers should 
include stronger rural representation. 

Medical Savings Account. It does not in
clude Medical Savings Accounts. Farmers 
would benefit from MSAs, and have been pio
neers in the use of the MSA concept by 
blending high deductible plans with person
ally-funded tax deferral savings vehicles. 
MSAs are a proven " concept", the Mitchell 
Plan does not acknowledge their value in 
any way at all. 

There are many positive enhancements to 
the recruiting of health professionals to 
rural areas and grants for demonstration 
projects, but on balance is not a plan we can 
embrace. 

Sincerely, 
American Agri-Women; American Dry Pea 

and Lentil Association; American Sod Pro
ducers Association; Communicating for Agri
culture; farm Health Care Coalition; Farm
ers Health Alllance; International Apple In
stitute; National Association of Wheat Grow
ers; National Barley Growers Association; 
National Cattlemen's Association; National 
Contract Poultry Growers Association; Na
tional Cotton Council; National Cotton 
Council of America; and the National Coun
cil of Agricultural Employers. 

National Council of Farmer Cooperatives; 
National Christmas Tree Association; Na
tional Christmas Tree Nursery; National 
Grange; National Milk Producers Federa
tion; National Pork Producers Council ; Unit
ed Agribusiness League; United Egg Produc
ers; United Fresh Fruit & Vegetable Associa
tion; Women Involved in Farm Economics; 
Agricultural Council of Arkansas; Agricul
tural Producers; Alabama Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; AZ Cotton Growers As
sociation; and the Arkansas Association of 
Wheat Growers. 

Arkansas Contract Poultry Growers Asso
ciation; California Association of Wheat 
Growers; CA Cotton Ginners Association; CA 
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Cotton Growers Association; California 
Farm Bureau Federation; California Grape & 
Tree Fruit League; Colorado Association of 
Wheat Growers; Florida Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; Florida Fruit & Vege
table Association; Florida Nurserymen & 
Growers Association; Georgia Contract Poul
try Growers Association; Idaho Grain Pro
ducers Association; and the Idaho Onion 
Growers Association. 

Illinois Cattlemen's Association; Kansas 
Association of Wheat Growers; Kentucky 
Contract Poultry Growers Association; Ken
tucky Small Grain Growers Association; LA 
Cotton Association; LA Cotton Producers 
Association; Louisiana Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; LA Ginners Associa
tion; LA Independent Cotton Warehouse As
sociation; Delmarva Contract Poultry Grow
ers Association; Minnesota Association of 
Wheat Growers; Mississippi Contract Poultry 
Growers Association; and the Mississippi 
Del ta Council. 

Montana Grain Growers Association; Ne
braska Wheat Growers Association; New 
England Apple Council; New Mexico Wheat 
Growers Association; North Carolina Apple 
Growers Association; North Carolina Small 
Grain Growers; North Carolina SweetPotato 
Commission; North Dakota Grain Growers 
Association; North Dakota Stockmen; Ohio 
Contract Poultry Growers Association; Okla
homa Contract Poultry Growers Association; 
and the Oklahoma Wheat Growers Associa
tion. 

Plains Cotton Growers Association; South 
Carolina Contract Poultry Growers Associa
tion; South Dakota Wheat Incorporated; 
Southern Cotton Growers Association; 
Southeastern Cotton Ginners Association; 
Tennessee Contract Poultry Growers Asso
ciation; Texas Cattle Feeders Association; 
Avian Cooperative of Texas; Texas Citrus & 
Vegetable Association; Texas Wheat Produc
ers Association; South Texas Cotton & Grain 
Association; and the Rolling Plains Cotton 
Growers. 

Virginia Agricultural Growers Association; 
Virginia Contract Poultry Growers Associa
tion; Virginia Small Grain Growers Associa
tion; Washington Association of Wheat 
Growers; Washington Cattlemen's Associa
tion; Washington Growers Clearinghouse As
sociation; Washington Growers League; 
Washington State Horticultural Association; 
Washington Women for the Survival of Agri
culture; Western Growers Association; and 
the Western Pistachio Association. 

Wisconsin Christmas Tree Producers Asso
ciation; Wyoming Wheat Growers Associa
tion; Curtice Burns Foods/Pro-Fae Coopera
tive; Dovex Fruit Company; Eastgate Farms, 
Inc.; El Vista Orchards, Inc.; Florida Citrus 
Mutual; Forrence Orchards, Inc.; Grainger 
Farms, Inc.; Grower-Shipper Vegetable Asso
ciation of Central California; Hood River 
Grower-Shipper Association; and the Johnny 
Appleseed of Washington/CRO Fruit Com
pany. 

Knouse Fruitlands, Inc.; Lyman Orchards 
Country; Newman Ranch Company; Nyssa
Nampa Beet Growers Association; Princeton 
Nurseries; Rocky Mountain Apple Products 
Company; Torrey Farms, Inc.; Valley Grow
ers Cooperative; Ventura County Agricul
tural Association; Wasco County Fruit & 
Produce League; and the Yakima Valley 
Growers-Shippers Association. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. The letter was initi
ated by the Farm Bureau but signed by 
150 organizations. 

I will yield the floor in just a minute. 
But the purpose of reading from that 
letter is, under a massive 1,400-page bill 

like this, making these changes, I am 
asking our colleagues to be cognizant 
that· we already have problems in rural 
America under the status quo. If we 
make the massive changes like those 
in this 1,400-page bill we are going to 
have terrible consequences for the de
livery of health care in rural America. 
The Daschle amendment legitimately 
is taking care of a lot of those prob
lems. But the point I want to make is, 
and it is not the intention of Senator 
MITCHELL or any of the people working 
closely with him, but it is just a fact of 
life-when you have a massive rewrite 
of legislation like this, some of the 
good you want to accomplish for the 
Nation as a whole has negative con
sequences in rural America. I do not 
think that the things that are in the 
Daschle amendment and other amend
ments that will be offered for rural 
America are going to make up the dif
ference. 

We want to be prepared, to make sure 
that we take care of those. I hope we 
have, in the process, corrected some of 
those things that are in the original 
Mitchell bill, the underlying piece of 
legislation, so those negative impacts 
will not exist for rural America. 

Tomorrow on this side of the aisle we 
look forward to considerable discus
sion. Many of my colleagues want to 
speak on the impact of this legislation 
on rural America. I do not think too 
many of my colleagues will disagree 
with what Senator DASCHLE is trying 
to accomplish in his amendment. But 
we want to go through some provisions 
in the underlying legislation to point 
out where we feel that it has a very 
negative impact upon the delivery of 
heal th care in rural America. 

One of those would be what Senator 
HARKIN has already mentioned. Self
employed people, farmers, et cetera, 
are not going to have equity under this 
legislation. We have to have 100 per
cent tax deductibility for the self-em
ployed. 

The impact of Medicare cuts is fur
ther going to increase the number of 
rural hospitals going out business, 
above the 330 that Senator REID just 
recently referred to. There are other 
things in this underlying legislation 
that is negative to rural America. 

So I yield the floor and look forward 
to the debate tomorrow. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment pending 
before the Senate. I worked with my 
distinguished colleagues from the Sen
ate Finance Committee, Senators 
DASCHLE, ROCKEFELLER, BAUCUS, and 
my distinguished colleague on the 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee, Senator HARKIN on this package, 
and I am pleased that we are discussing 
health care in rural America tonight. 

This package of amendments is 
straightforward, aimed at helping to 
develop a heal th care infrastructure 
and improve the health care delivery 

system in our five States-New Mexico, 
South Dakota, West Virginia, Mon
tana, and Iowa-and throughout rural 
America. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this package. 

Mr. President, there are many fea
tures of the majority leader's bill that 
would significantly improve the stand
ard of heal th care for rural Americans. 
We have moved closer to really taking 
seriously the health needs of farmers, 
ranchers, small business owners, their 
families, and their employees. This is 
an important accomplishment. 

I. RURAL FEATURES OF HEALTH REFORM BILL 

The majority leaders's bill will, con
trary to some assertions, make it easi
er for all small businesses to buy 
health insurance, whether those busi
nesses are located in the inner city of 
Chicago or the rural towns of Mora 
County, NM. 

A. INSURANCE REFORM RULES 

This is because the proposal limits 
the ability of insurance companies to 
discriminate against Americans with 
preexisting conditions. Many small 
businesses in rural areas would be pro
tected from escalating costs and arbi
trary charges. 

B. WORK FORCE: MORE RURAL PROVIDERS 

The bill will increase the number of 
primary heal th care providers, which 
will significantly ease burdens on doc
tors, nurse practitioners and other 
health care providers in States like 
New Mexico. By increasing the number 
of health care providers nationally, the 
bill will make heal th care for rural 
Americans more accessible and more 
affordable. 

Last week, Senator BAUCUS told us 
that urban America has 2112 times as 
many doctors per 100,000 people as 
rural areas. By offering tax credits to 
doctors and other providers who prac
tice in rural areas, we can ensure both 
continuing excellence in specialty care 
and improved access to primary care. 

C. TELEMEDICINE 

The bill before us today also provides 
grants for telemedicine, or high-tech
nology networks between rural health 
care providers and specialists. Many 
believe these cutting-edge programs 
are among the most efficient and 
promising developments in rural medi
cine. 

D. COMMUNITY HEALTH ADVISERS 

I am particularly pleased that the 
majority leader's bill contains a provi
sion I authored in the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee health 
reform bill. This provision authorizes a 
new community health adviser pro
gram as part of the Public Health Serv
ice's priority National Initiatives on 
Health Promotion and Disease Preven
tion. 

Through this initiative, the Public 
Health Service will assist States, local 
governments, and nonprofit organiza
tions in establishing and maintaining 
vital community health adviser pro
grams. 
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The advisers are specially trained 

local community residents who deliver 
preventive health information to their 
communities, in homes and larger 
groups. They help encourage access to 
critical primary and preventive care; 
in particular, this program would be 
aimed at helping to achieve the 
Heal thy People 2000 goals. These pro
grams can play an important role in re
ducing overall health care costs. 

Community health advisers and the 
provision in Senator MITCHELL'S bill 
are widely supported by public and 
women's health organizations, includ
ing the American Public Health Asso
ciation; Children's Defense Fund; the 
National Breast Cancer Coalition; the 
New Mexico Public Health Association; 
the National Women's Health Network; 
and dozens of other national organiza
tions. 

E. ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR RURAL HEALTH 

Finally, this bill takes a step toward 
acknowledging the health care needs of 
rural Americans by creating a perma
nent position of Assistant Secretary 
for Rural Health within the Depart
ment of Heal th and Human Services. 

II. TWO AMENDMENTS 

Mr. President, the majority leader's 
bill is a beginning to improved rural 
health. But there are also some real op
portunities to strengthen this legisla
tion and make it even more responsive 
to the needs of rural Americans. I 
would like to briefly describe two of 
the provisions contained in the amend
ment pending before the Senate. 

B. RURAL RESIDENTS ON BOARDS 

First, we believe it is critical that 
rural residents be included on any 
board or commission authorized under 
this bill. Rural residents, rather than 
rural experts or rural representatives 
must be specifically included in all 
board membership lists to ensure that 
rural people assume a fair and proper 
role in all issues of governance. 

C. RURAL FRONTIER AREAS 

Second, we need to make sure that in 
the very definition of "rural," we do 
not exclude the people who most de
pend on us. A provision of title IV (sec
tion 4111(d)(2)(B)(i)) gives States the 
authority to designate medical assist
ance facilities in frontier areas. 

Under the current criteria of this sec
tion, States can only designate these 
special facilities if the entire county 
has fewer than six residents per square 
mile. This disadvantages Western 
States. 

Many of our counties are larger than 
some States in the east. In addition, 
they encompass both urban and very 
remote areas. As the bill stands, these 
counties would be disqualified even 
though many of their residents live in 
areas far more remote than eastern 
rural counties. 

We propose that an equivalent unit of 
local government or subcounty unit 
designated by the Governor or chief of-

ficer of the State be an acceptable cri
terion for designating the medical as
sistance facilities. 

Only by making this change can we 
actually conform to the true intent of 
the provision: To improve medical 
services in rural America. 

Mr. President, these are all vital pro
visions. They are essential to building 
the health care infrastructure and net
works that are desperately needed in 
rural America. I urge my colleagues to 
support this package of amendments 
and to continue to work with us to im
prove the quality of life for all of our 
rural constituents. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, both yes
terday and today, our colleague from 
North Dakota, Senator DORGAN, spoke 
in this Chamber about spiraling medi
cal costs in the hospital and drug sec
tors. He pointed to specific drugs and 
compared the prices of those drugs in 
other countries with their prices here. 

He did not mention that all of those 
drugs have cheaper, generic counter
parts. Nor did he mention that Con
gress specifically passed legislation
legislation that I sponsored-to accel
erate the entry of generic drugs to the 
market as a cost-saving alternative to 
branded drugs. 

I think it would be useful for my col
leagues to look at some relevant facts, 
starting with the latest figures from 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics [BLS]. 

According to the BLS, drug prices, at 
the producer level, rose 2.8 percent dur
ing the 12-month period that ended in 
July 1994. That increase can hardly be 
characterized as skyrocketing. If 
NASA's rockets rose at that rate, we 
would have never reached the Moon. 

In fact, this 2.8-percent increase is a 
new low, the lowest in 20 years. That is 
a trend this Congress should encour
age, not discourage. 

Drug prices have fallen steadily since 
1989, when the rate of increase was 9.5 
percent. I simply do not think this 
could be characterized as relentless in
flation. On the contrary, I think it 
shows that drug inflation is under con
trol. 

And this is a very important point. 
Because it is the result not of anything 
the Government has done, but because 
the market is working. 

In a June 1994 report, "How Health 
Care Reform Affects Pharmaceutical 
Research and Development," the Con
gressional Budget Office stated: 

The market is changing. On the supply 
side, sales of generic drugs are increasing. On 
the demand side, buyers exercise more mar
ket power to reduce the profits of the phar
maceutical companies. * * * in view of the 
increasing competition within the pharma
ceutical market, drug prices could easily de
crease regardless of the Administration's 
proposal. 

This competition-which some of my 
colleagues seem to ignore-is also con
trolling the introductory prices of new 

drugs. The Boston Consul ting Group 
looked at the prices of new drugs ap
proved and launched during 1991 and 
1992 and found they were, on average, 
14 percent lower than the market lead
er in their category. 

I recently saw a cartoon in the Wall 
Street Journal. It showed a reception
ist telling a visitor: "Can you come 
back tomorrow? Mr. Ferguson is in 
deep denial today.'' 

I think some of my colleagues must 
be in deep denial, Mr. President. 

Marketplace reform is for real. 
The figures show it. 
The experts confirm it. 
Instead of denying this competition, 

as I have said, I think we ought to en
courage it. 

Nor can we deny the fact that there 
are people, especially among the elder
ly, who are forced to make desperate 
choices between medicine and other ne
cessities. 

There are the people we need to help, 
the elderly poor, not millionaires and 
billionaires who would be eligible for 
the new Medicare drug benefit in the 
Mitchell bill. 

No matter how much Congress tries 
to regulate drug prices, there will be 
some patients who cannot afford them. 
And the more we talk about artificially 
controlling prices, the more we hurt 
drug research. Seven out of 10 drugs 
lose money for the manufacturer. 

What we should be doing is targeting 
efforts on those who need assistance. 
Then, we can help those who need help 
the most, and we can do it without 
hurting drug research and without dis
couraging the market forces which are 
working. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE
FELLER] is recognized. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
want to echo the concerns of Senator 
REID, the Senator from Nevada, about 
what the Senator from Iowa said. I 
have always thought of the Senator 
from Iowa as being sort of a quin
tessential westerner in the farm sense, 
and I have told him so. So that is not 
unnecessary flattery. He is very inde
pendent. It is my understanding that 
Senators from Iowa do not usually get 
reelected to second terms but this Sen
ator has, Senator GRASSLEY. I think it 
is because he has an independent 
streak. I think when he feels about 
something deeply, as he does about 
rural health care and rural matters, it 
comes through. I think it comes 
through partly because if you shake his 
hand it is usually pretty rough, be
cause he owns a farm. His son runs it 
for him but he is there to help on week
ends if it is needed. 

So this Senator, the junior Senator 
from West Virginia-very junior Sen
ator from West Virginia-wanted to 
add his praise of the remarks ·the Sen
ator from Iowa has made. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the Senator 
yield? 
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Of course. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I appreciate very 

much the comments made by the dis
tinguished Senator from Iowa. I have 
had the good fortune to work with him 
on both Agriculture and Finance. He 
and I had the opportunity to work with 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia on rural health issues during 
the ongoing consideration of health in 
general over the last several months. 

As is always the case, he is an ex
traordinary student of the issues relat
ing to rural heal th and is a tremendous 
partner. I associate myself with the re
marks made by the distinguished Sen
ator from West Virginia. He is abso
lutely correct, he has been someone 
that I hope we can continue to work 
with on many of these issues mutually. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank my 

friend from South Dakota. 
Mr. President, I rise with a great deal 

of passion, interest, and fervor and 
good feeling because we are discussing 
something which I think is at the core 
of what we need to do, and that is to 
try to be helpful to rural America
which the distinguished Presiding Offi
cer also represents-in any way we can 
in terms of health care. My colleague 
Senator DASCHLE, Senator BAUCUS, 
Senator REID, and Senator HARKIN and 
I have offered a number of amendments 
that I think are very important. 

It is late in the evening. Not many 
people are here, but that does not 
make any difference because our work 
here is significant. 

From this Senator's point of view, 
Mr. President, Senator MITCHELL'S bill 
already offers substantial hope for 
rural America. It contains important 
provisions to make very sure that the 
promise of health care is more than 
just an empty promise. That is very 
much on the minds of people who live 
in rural parts of this country. 

Nationally, 25 percent of all Ameri
cans live in a rural area. In West Vir
ginia, that figure is 64 percent. We are 
77 percent forest, so the fact we are 64 
percent rural should not be surprising. 
In addition, all or part of 43 of our 55 
counties in West Virginia are des
ignated as "medically underserved"-a 
seriously bad designation. 

I should say, Mr. President, that my 
senior colleague, Senator BYRD, is not 
a fan of charts and neither is his junior 
colleague. In the nearly 10 years that 
this Senator has been in the Senate, I 
have never used a chart or a graphic 
entity on the floor of the Senate be
cause I do not have a good feeling 
about them. But on this matter of 
rural health care in America, I feel 
strongly enough that I have broken my 
habit this one time, hopefully. 

One can see very easily, if I simply 
describe that all of the yellow that one 
sees on this map are areas that have 
enough doctors and all of the red, 
which is obviously the great majority 

of the map, are areas that do not have 
enough doctors. I will explain more of 
what I mean by enough doctors. These 
are basically underserved areas. 

Senator MITCHELL comes from Maine. 
There is just a very small, little area 
here. Look at California. People think 
of California always as being-I do-as 
being urban with sort of rural inter
vals. Of course, that is not true and 
this proves it. Ninety percent of Cali
fornia is underserved. 

Look at Arizona, almost entirely, 95 
percent underserved; New Mexico, 98 
percent underserved. My own State is 
right here. You can see there are just 
very few areas which are yellow which 
means that they are adequately served 
medically. Look down to Florida. I 
would have thought Florida would be 
substantially served for many rea
sons-its climate, its population, its 
way of life. But entirely to the con
trary. It is hurting medically in terms 
of heal th care professionals and oppor
tunities to get health care. 

Indeed, if you look at North Dakota, 
South Dakota, more toward the west 
than toward the east, but then look at 
Louisiana, it is really quite distressing; 
Mississippi; Hawaii, even with its uni
versal health care plan, has substantial 
service problems. So they must be 
doing a remarkable job to overcome 
that. 

This map leads me to want to know 
more. I find this a distressing map. All 
the red-is not enough health care. It 
is the great majority of our country 
and it also describes, I think, that a lot 
of our country is rural. It certainly de
scribes that my State of West Virginia 
is not alone. 

More than half a million Americans 
live in a county, Mr. President, that 
does not have a single doctor, and 34 
million Americans live in areas with a 
thoroughly insufficient supply of phy
sicians, or other health care providers. 
That all adds up to a situation that 
makes it extremely difficult for the 
rural areas, which the Presiding Offi
cer, myself, the Senator from South 
Dakota, and others represent, to get 
health care in any form, much less 
when they need it and where they need 
it. 

Less access to primary and preven
tive care means more costly and seri
ous illness that have to be treated 
later. I will give you an example in my 
own case. 

My wife and I and our four children 
have a farm right on the West Virginia 
border in the Allegheny Mountains in a 
beautiful county called Pocahontas 
County. 

And in the northern part of the coun
ty, we had, I can remember, a number 
of years ago when our children were 
still young a Dr. and Dr. Jones, a cou
ple. They were two wonderful young 
physicians who graduated from West 
Virginia University and decided to 
come and live in that extremely rural 

area. The county where we live is one 
of the largest counties east of the Mis
sissippi, Mr. President, and has only 
6,000 people, which, of course, my fam
ily and I love because of the solitude 
and the beauty of the West Virginia 
hills. 

But Dr. and Dr. Jones, husband and 
wife, came there with the full idealism, 
the full expectation of being able to 
make it. They both were family physi
cians. They both happened to love rail
roads, and we have some old logging 
railroads that still exist from earlier 
days. I suspect they do in the Presiding 
Officer's State also. 

They made the best of it for about 3 
or 4 years, but then they just could not 
hang on, could not get the payments, 
could not meet their own bills, and 
they were forced to leave. So there we 
are with a building and with a doctor 
who visits from time to time and, basi
cally, without heal th care in an enor
mous county, which in itself is a vast 
area of wilderness. 

Most of us realize that an insurance 
card is, in fact, meaningless unless 
there are doctors and hospitals and 
nurses and physician assistants who 
are actually available in an area to 
provide health care services. They have 
to be there or be qlose by. People un
derstand that. 

In many parts of West Virginia, ac
cess to health care is simply wishful 
thinking. The problems of rural health 
residents in buying insurance are simi
lar to the problems of small business 
owners, because so many of them are 
self-employed or employees of very 
small firms or, in many cases, not em
ployed at all. 

Rural Americans generally have to 
pay insurance premiums that are high
er than nonrural Americans because 
they are buying small-group or individ
ual policies which are generally 35 to 40 
percent more expensive than what larg
er companies can pay for the same 
product. 

It is not fair. It is part of what is 
wrong with our heal th insurance sys
tem. But it is a fact in rural America. 

Rural families are subject to the 
most abusive kinds of insurance under
writing practices because they are pur
chasers of small-group insurance poli
cies. 

What I mean by that basically is that 
they are more or less helpless as they 
face the insurance company. Many 
rural residents are not familiar with 
terms like "lifetime limits," "preexist
ing condition." I would think that 
many rural residents, as many urban 
residents, would not know that if you 
are a young woman, get married and 
get pregnant and you do not have 
health insurance, you cannot buy 
health insurance. By the act of becom
ing pregnant, being pregnant, that it
self constitutes a preexisting condi
tion, and therefore you cannot get 
health insurance. 
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Most people do not know that. Rural 

people are more likely to be subject to 
that kind of underwriting practice. 
They wind up having their policies can
celed the minute that they or a family 
member has a serious medical condi
tion. Most of them do not know that 
that is going to happen because they 
would tend to trust the insurance pol
icy, because in America, if something 
is institutional, you tend to trust it. 

Well, sometimes that trust is not 
well placed. So a family member has a 
serious medical condition. No more 
health insurance. Or they might get to 
keep the health insurance but their 
premi urns would rise very sharply in 
order for them to keep health insur
ance. Just because they are farmers. 
Just because they are loggers. Just be
cause they are coal miners. Just be
cause they are older, or just because 
they have something called a preexist
ing condition. And thus it is in rural 
America. 

Rural residents will gain significant 
health benefits under Majority Leader 
MITCHELL'S bill because they are so dis
advantaged under the current system. 
Very stringent insurance reforms; the 
availability of purchasing coopera
tives-something which is understood 
by farming families-the targeted sub
sidies to purchase private health insur
ance, all of these are ways that the ma
jority leader's bill will substantially 
benefit rural Americans. I am very 
happy about that, and I am very ex
cited about that. That is important 
and significant news. 

Before describing the exact provi
sions that I have worked on and au
thored in this amendment, I would like 
to just take a moment to emphasize 
that while an insurance card alone does 
not guarantee the actual delivery of 
health services, it is one of the single, 
most important things that we can do 
to try to encourage doctors and other 
heal th providers to move to a rural and 
underserved area, because if a physi
cian or other provider understands that 
people have insurance, they are going 
to understand that they are going to be 
reimbursed, that life financially is 
going to be different. 

The proportion of people without in
surance is higher in rural areas than in 
urban areas. Without a stable source of 
reimbursement that can only come 
with an insurance card, many doctors 
and nurse practitioners and physicians' 
assistants and others cannot sustain a 
viable practice in a rural area. My ex
ample of Dr. Jones and Dr. Jones that 
I talked about a moment ago applies 
here. If the vast majority of their pa
tients are uninsured, a health practice 
is simply not sustainable-a fact of 
life, and a very painful one in rural 
America. 

Mr. President, the amendment we are 
offering, and that the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota, TOM 
DASCHLE, is leading, offers several im-

portant provisions to make health care 
a reality for millions of Americans 
across this country. So I want to take 
a moment to describe a couple of these 
provisions. 

Especially important to me is the 
provision to provide improved funding 
for the National Health Services Corps. 
This is something about which I care 
deeply. VISTA, which is similar to the 
National Health Service Corps, 
changed my whole life. I did in social 
work what physicians and other pro
viders will be doing in the National 
Health Service Corps. I know that if 
you get a young American in their mid 
twenties studying medicine, or in my 
case trying to learn more about their 
country and having the rudiments of 
social work in my head, when those 
folks get to the rural places or to the 
urban places, inner-city areas, they are 
going to be challenged. They will see 
things that. they have never seen be
fore. They are going to understand the 
importance of their presence to the 
people in that area. 

When I went to West Virginia as a 
VISTA volunteer, I had no intention of 
staying in West Virginia as a VISTA 
volunteer because all of my training 
had been in Japan and China and Asian 
affairs. I had worked in the Peace 
Corps and State Department and had 
lived in Japan for a number of years. 
VISTA just turned my life upside down 
because it put me in contact with real 
people in rural areas where there were 
real needs and where I thought I could 
make a real difference. 

If you are young and in your mid 
twenties or mid thirties and your life is 
before you, this is exciting. It is ex
tremely exciting. So under this amend
ment, we will move towards restoring 
pre-1980 award levels in the National 
Health Service Corps. At that time 
3,000 to 7 ,000 scholarship awards were 
made on an annual basis. So imagine 
that, physicians, in return for payment 
of part of their medical school years, 
spreading out, 3,000 to 7,000, all across 
America in rural and inner-city areas. 

A very good friend of mine did that 
in eastern Kentucky, and it changed 
his life. It just totally changed his life. 
Eastern Kentucky is like southern 
West Virginia. He went there, practiced 
medicine there, fell in love with the 
place, with the opportunity, could not 
leave and has had a remarkable ca
reer-a fellow named Harvey Sloan. 

The amendment Senator DASCHLE 
and I have proposed would provide suf
ficient funding to place at least one 
doctor, nurse practitioner, or physician 
assistant in every single county in 
America that is currently designated a 
shortage area. In every one of those red 
areas, in every county in California, in 
every county in North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Montana, Wyoming, in every 
one of them, there would at least be 
one health care provider. That seems 
to me very reasonable, a very exciting 

prospect. And it can be done and is 
done under the amendment that Sen
ator DASCHLE, myself, and others are 
offering. 

Now, last year, Mr. President, there 
were 2,492 primary care shortage areas. 

That is a big chunk of this country. 
A heal th professional shortage area is 
an area that does not have at least 1 
primary care provider for every 3,500 
residents. That is what is reflected on 
this map; there is not 1 physician or 
nurse practitioner or physician's as
sistant or other health provider for 
every 3,500 residents. That is pretty 
slim coverage. 

If we want to do the ideal-which, of 
course, I would-but we cannot because 
of the finances, the ideal percentage is 
1 doctor for every 2,000 people. That is 
what it ought to be. That is what this 
country ought to have. We do not. It is 
a mystery that we do not. We continue 
not to. But, nevertheless, that is the 
fact. 

The National Health Service Corps 
Program has been extremely successful 
in providing essential services in re
mote areas, which are very familiar to 
the Presiding Officer, and rural areas, 
and, again let me repeat, in inner 
cities. 

I am a member of the board of the 
Children's Health Fund. It was started 
actually in New York City by a won
derful pediatrician, a physician by the 
name of Dr. Irwin Redliner. The Chil
dren's Health Fund's purpose is to put 
pediatricians in areas of the country 
where they are not. 

So in New York City, which is sur
rounded within 10 blocks by doctors of 
every variety, there is an enormous 
shortage of physicians, a shortage in 
New York City, not to speak of upstate 
New York. 

The National Health Service Corps 
would place heal th care providers in 
rural areas and in the inner-city areas. 
It is so popular as a concept, and well 
thought of, in fact, that Senator DOLE 
and Senator PACKWOOD in their sum
mary also list a provision to fully fund 
the National Health Service Corps Pro
gram. That is what we intend to do. 
That is what they said they intend to 
do. 

A total, Mr. President, of 43.5 million 
people in America live in medically un
derserved areas. Last year, the Na
tional Health Service Corps had only 
1,200 providers in the field providing 
care to only about 1.2 million of those 
43.5 million people who need their help. 
So you can see the disparity between 
availability and need. 

The corps received over 4,000 applica
tions last year, Mr. President, to fill 
awards for 406 slots. So do not tell me 
that medical students are not ready to 
do that, that idealism is dead in Amer
ica. 

This demonstrates the tremendous 
interest by medical students, by nurs
ing students, by physician's assistants 
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to have their training paid for in re
turn for making a commitment to 
practice in an underserved area, urban 
or rural, after completing their train
ing. I cannot think of a better deal for 
those young students, and for America. 

For many students, especially minor
ity students, and low-income students, 
this is the only way that they can af
ford to go to medical school or to go to 
nursing school-a major factor to bear 
in mind. 

I constantly get calls from West Vir
ginia clinics and hospitals who are des
perate to find a physician or other 
heal th care provider. In 1986, Mr. Presi
dent, 26 corps doctors were placed in 
West Virginia. That was 8 years ago. In 
1987, 28 came to West Virginia. In 1988, 
5 came to West Virginia. Since then, 
between one and three physicians or 
other providers have been placed in 
West Virginia on an annual basis. I am 
appalled. I am appalled at our willing
ness to so ignore underserved areas of 
America. Needless to say, the need for 
these folks has not declined. 

Funding in our amendment will give 
all underserved areas, rural and urban, 
a tremendous boost. In fact, I want to 
note that of the 43.5 million people 
that live in designated medically un
derserved areas, 50 percent are urban 
residents. The funding for the corps in 
this amendment will help millions of 
people from Appalachia, Montana, Col
orado, South Dakota, Massachusetts, 
Chicago, and Los Angeles. 

Mr. President, a lifeline in many, 
many rural counties in West Virginia 
and rural areas across the country are 
something called local health centers, 
rural health centers. Some of them are 
designated federally qualified health 
centers. Some are rural health clinics. 
Some are just primary care clinics. 
While the names and the designations 
may vary, their missions are all ex
actly the same, and their importance is 
all exactly equal. 

I have probably visited all, certainly 
most, of our clinics in West Virginia. I 
am always not just impressed but in 
many ways overcome by their dedica
tion, by their commitment-the doc
tors, the nurses, the administrators, 
the physician's assistants who staff 
these clinics. They are not big hos
pitals. They are small places. One place 
I am thinking of in a small county in 
West Virginia is in a grocery store that 
closed down in a shopping center. But 
it is comfortable. People are familiar 
with it. There it is. I am so proud of 
what they do. I cannot say that strong
ly enough. They are performing mir
acles every day with very meager re
sources and without notice from the 
rest of the world. 

The majority leader's proposal estab
lishes several special accounts to help 
rural providers improve, expand, and 
reorganize themselves, to deliver serv
ices efficiently and to deliver them ef
fectively. 

One account provides funding for net
work development and expansion into 
shortage areas, including recruitment 
and training, upgrading equipment pur
chasing, and as Senator HARKIN men
tioned, telemedicine systems. 

A second account provides grants and 
loans for capital needs. And a third ac
count provides funding for supple
mental or enabling services, such as 
transportation services, home visiting, 
case management, and outreach. 

Our amendment would expand the 
list of providers eligible to apply for 
funding from these accounts to include 
rural health clinics. That is my point. 

Under the majority leader's proposal, 
federally qualified health centers, or 
FQHC's, are automatically eligible for 
funding opportunities. But rural health 
clinics with the same mission, same 
miracles, the same people, and the 
same need, are not eligible, except if 
they are part of something called a 
consortium. 

Mr. President, I support the notion of 
various rural providers banding to
gether to promote integration and co
ordination of services. But I do not 
think the participation of rural health 
clinics should be restricted. 

Under this amendment, rural health 
clinics would be able to qualify and 
compete for funds in each of the sepa
rate accounts, without being a part of 
a larger consortium. For profit, rural 
health clinics would be eligible to 
apply only for capital funding for 
loans. Nonprofit rural health clinics 
could compete for funding under all 
three separate accounts. 

In my own State of West Virginia, 
the majority of clinics and centers are 
already designated federally qualified 
health centers. West Virginia has 
about 38 of them, and about 14 rural 
health clinics. My point is that the 
rural health clinics do the same work, 
serve the same people, and have the 
same needs, and provide the same mir
acles as the federally qualified health 
centers. 

Of those 14 rural heal th clinics, a few 
are in the process of qualifying as a 
federally qualified health center. But a 
few are not. And they cannot. The rea
sons they are not designated federally 
qualified health clinics has nothing to 
do with the quality of the service they 
provide or the qualifications of the 
people providing those services. A few 
clinics cannot qualify because they do 
not meet the very specific criteria re
quired of a Federal qualified health 
clinic. I am not quarreling with the cri
teria, but I do want to make sure that 
all essential rural providers in West 
Virginia have equal access to all of the 
available funding sources in Senator 
MITCHELL'S bill. 

For example, the Belington Commu
nity Medical Services Association, in 
Belington, WV, a very small commu
nity, often flooded, cannot qualify for 
FQHC status because one full-time 

physician is not a permanent staff 
member. That is part of the FQHC cri
teria. The Belington clinic is run by a 
physician assistant named Tom 
Harward, and physician coverage is 
provided on a rotating basis. That is 
the best they can do, Mr. President. 
And they do it well. But they do not 
have a permanent physician on staff 
and, therefore, the Belington clinic 
cannot nor will they ever receive FQHC 
status. I think you understand that is 
not fair. 

I do not think that fact alone should 
disqualify the Belington clinic, along 
with other rural health clinics across 
this country who are in a similar situa
tion, who cannot meet the criteria for 
reasons which they cannot overcome, 
from applying for all available funding 
to help clinics in underserved areas. 

Tom Harward, who runs the 
Belington clinic, was honored several 
years ago by his professional associa
tion as the Outstanding Physician As
sistant of the Year. At that time, Tom 
described his typical week. This is 
what his week is. 

He sees 20 to 30 patients a day and 
makes house calls 2 days a week. That 
still happens in places like West Vir
ginia, and I expect South Dakota and 
Colorado. I, frankly, do not know when 
he would find the time to even fill out 
an application for new rural health 
funding. But if he can find the time, I 
want to make sure that he is not auto
matically disqualified because his clin
ic is something called a rural heal th 
clinic as opposed to a federally quali
fied heal th clinic. 

Another example is the Children's 
Health Care Clinic in Pineville, WV, in 
the southern part of the State. They 
cannot qualify for federally qualified 
status because they only serve chil
dren. They only serve children. Yes. 
Therefore, they do not qualify. One of 
the criteria for federally qualified sta
tus is that they must provide a full 
range of services to people of all ages, 
not just pediatric services. 

Again, we are not talking about a 
quality problem but rather a criteria 
issue. Children's Health Care Clinic in 
Pineville, WV, should also be able to 
compete for any and all funds made 
available under the majority leader's 
bill. I intend to fight to make sure that 
it happens. 

A final provision would clarify that 
the current set-aside for nurse practi
tioners for National Health Service 
Corps funding includes physician as
sistants-the same Tom Harward I 
have just been talking about. I think it 
was a drafting oversight. I think it was 
nothing more than that. The current 
National Health Service Corps program 
already includes a 10 percent set-aside 
for nurse practitioners, nurse mid
wives, and physician assistants. The 
majority leader's bill increases the set
aside to 20 percent, and my provision 
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merely clarifies that physician assist
ants are included in the corps set-aside, 
as they are under current law. 

So, Mr. President, Senator MITCH
ELL'S bill would go a long way to assure 
financial and physical access to heal th 
services for rural residents that are on 
my mind very much, as I speak. I see 
faces and I see families, as I speak. Our 
amendment-mine, Senator DASCHLE's, 
and others'-builds on some very im
portant improvements that the major
ity leader already proposed. Taken al
together, I believe rural residents will 
gain real health security from health 
care reform. There will still be chal
lenges. There will still be bumps in the 
road. There always are in places like 
West Virginia. But I believe that, on 
the whole, I can tell the majority of 
my constituents that the legislation 
we are considering will make a real dif
ference in their lives. I have no other 
reason for being here. That is what I 
am hired on to do by my people of West 
Virginia-to try to make a difference 
in their lives. I believe this bill and 
this amendment will do that. For rural 
doctors and rural hospitals, this bill, 
frankly, is a long-awaited relief pack
age that will provide them with addi
tional resources and stable financing. 

Mr. President, I look forward to the 
adoption of this amendment by my col
leagues. 

I thank my patient colleague from 
South Dakota and the distinguished 
Presiding Officer, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE]. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President,.let me 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia for an extraor
dinarily complete explanation of our 
amendment. 

I think it is appropriate that as we 
begin this debate we have a better un
derstanding of why it is necessary to 
introduce this amendment, and how it 
addresses the critical shortage of rural 
health providers that the Senator from 
West Virginia so ably depicted on his 
chart. 

I commend him. He has been an ex
traordinary partner in this whole effort 
and, as a cosponsor, has been a real 
leader over the years in rural heal th 
care reform. It has been my privilege 
to work side by side with him for vir
tually as long as I have been here, and 
I cannot think of a greater privilege I 
have had in the Senate. 

I commend him for his statement and 
appreciate very much his contribution 
to this effort. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senators WOFFORD and LEAHY 
be added to the list of cosponsors, 
which includes Senators BAucus, HAR
KIN, ROCKEFELLER, and REiD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from West Virginia, as I indi-

cated, has described our amendment 
very well. He, too, publicly commended 
our majority leader for including in his 
bill a substantial set of rural health 
provisions. 

Senator MITCHELL has listened to the 
concerns that many of us have ex
pressed about how rural areas would be 
affected by changes being proposed in 
our health care system. The bill he in
troduced, as the Senator from West 
Virginia has indicated, truly reflects 
his commitment to ensuring that rural 
heal th reform does not pass by rural 
comm uni ties. 

The amendments that we are propos
ing tonight build upon the solid base 
that the majority leader's bill estab
lishes for rural America. 

From the very beginning of this de
bate, many of us have insisted that we 
would not vote for a bill that did not 
include substantial recognition of the 
need for improvements to rural health 
care access. I do not think anyone who 
has cosponsored this amendment is 
prepared to back off that determina
tion. We are not going to abandon that 
principle now. 

Thankfully, efforts to enhance access 
to rural heal th care have al ways had 
strong bipartisan support, as the state
ment from the Senator from Iowa indi
cated this evening. 

Earlier this year I cochaired a bipar
tisan working group that recommended 
a series of rural provisions that should 
be included in heal th reform. I am very 
pleased that many of the suggestions 
we recommended were included in the 
Senate Finance Committee bill and 
now in the legislation Senator MITCH
ELL has presented to us. 

Our efforts have been for a good 
cause. Indeed, both Republican and 
Democratic health reform bills frankly 
have included similar strong rural pro
visions. It gives me hope that the ma
jority of Senators on both sides of the 
aisle share our insistence that health 
reform benefit rural and urban areas 
alike. 

We have come together on this issue 
in the past, and I am hopeful that we 
can be united again on this debate. Let 
the same bipartisan spirit of coopera
tion prevail as we consider this set of 
amendments. 

We all want to make health care re
form a guaranteed winner for rural 
people. 

The amendments that we are propos
ing tonight would encourage doctors, 
nurse practitioners, and physician as
sistants to practice in rural under
served areas, to ensure that financial 
and other assistance is available to 
help rural facilities adjust to the 
changing health care environment, and 
to assist rural providers in forming 
their own health care networks. 

Among the provisions we are propos
ing, including some the Senator from 
West Virginia described so ably to
night, is a proposal to increase funding 

for the National Health Service Corps, 
one of the most important, respected 
workforce programs in the country 
today. 

This program was nearly eliminated 
in the 1980's despite the fact that many 
rural communities are completely de
pendent upon corps doctors as their 
only source of physician care. ·while 
the program has been slowly built back 
up over the last couple of years, rural 
America badly needs more of these pro
viders. 

Another amendment we are propos
ing would provide Medicare bonus pay
ments to nurse practitioners and physi
cian assistants who practice in rural 
areas. This incentive money will help 
rural America attract and retain these 
important practitioners. 

Another series of provisions included 
in this amendment would ensure that 
clinics in rural areas are eligible for 
loans and grants that can help them 
upgrade their services, form networks 
with other providers, and help better 
serve rural areas. 

Finally, to help rural communities 
determine how to develop their own 
health care plans, we have established 
10 demonstrations projects for the de
velopment of rural-based managed 
care. 

Simply put, rural America's most 
significant problem is that we do not 
have enough providers. We see that in 
rural Colorado. We see it in rural 
Idaho. We see it in rural South Dakota. 
We have attempted to address that 
problem through a number of different 
provisions in our amendment. 

Why do we need these provisions, 
some may ask. Does not universal cov
erage solve the problems facing rural 
America? It is true that if we move 
closer to uni versa! coverage we could 
enhance access to care in rural Amer
ica. 

The problem we have is that guaran
teed heal th insurance in rural America 
is defined differently than it is in 
urban America. In my home State of 
South Dakota, 145,000 residents had no 
health insurance at some point in 1993. 

We must ensure rural residents have 
the same opportunities as urban dwell
ers to buy the range of insurance plans 
that will be required under the Mitch
ell bill. 

Because we know that, compared to 
their urban counterparts, rural resi
dents are less likely to be insured and 
tend to be older, sicker, and poorer 
with higher rates of uneconomic and 
chronic ailments and disability. This 
will remain so in spite of the fact that 
rural Americans may have improved 
coverage under the Mitchell bill. 

Universal coverage is the most im
portant building block to ensuring 
health security in rural America. But 
providing heal th coverage is not and 
cannot be the whole solution for what 
ails rural America today. 

In far too many rural areas a health 
insurance card does little good because 



August 17, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22807 
there are simply no providers to care 
for patients. Increasing the supply of 
primary care practitioners and attract
ing them to rural communities is by 
far the biggest challenge facing us 
today. 

This is a serious issue in South Da
kota and in many States throughout 
the Midwest and West. South Dakota 
currently ranks 47th in the country in 
terms of physician-to-population ratio 
with 1 primary care doctor for about 
every 1,500 people. In fact, 16 counties 
in my State have no hospital at all. 
Equally important is increasing the 
number of nonphysician providers prac
ticing in these rural areas and enhanc
ing their ability to practice independ
ently. 

More recently, we have seen a new 
problem. The increased competition for 
primary care physicians and nonphysi
cian providers from urban-managed 
care plans is complicating life in rural 
America today. Rural areas are seeing 
a drain of primary care physicians 
from rural to urban areas, where em
ployment packages offered by HMO's 
provide a shorter, more predictable 
work schedule and a much higher guar
anteed income. 

In other words we exacerbate the 
problem of a shortage- of practitioners 
by encouraging doctors to leave under
served areas to go to those areas where 
there is no shortage. 

We try to address that problem, Mr. 
President, with a number of the provi
sions to encourage providers, both doc
tors and other health care practition
ers, to move to rural areas, and stay 
there, once they are there. 

Coordinating care in rural areas is 
another major challenge. While urban 
residents can join a number of health 
care plans and have available to them 
a network of primary care doctors, spe
cialists, nursing homes, and home 
health care providers, we have very 
limited access to integrated networks 
that can help patients manage their 
care. 

These arrangements rarely exist in 
our part of the country. Managed care 
plans have been hesitant to enter rural 
health care markets and few rural pro
viders have formed no networks at all. 

So we need to do everything we can 
to encourage providers to cooperate 
and form integrated service delivery 
networks. 

We should not wait for an urban
based HMO to set up shop in rural 
America. We can form our own commu
nity health plans and networks. All the 
providers need are the proper incen
tives. 

In sum, this package of amendments 
makes the statement that rural Amer
ica should no longer be asked to settle 
for less heal th care than their urban 
counterparts. What better message can 
we send as we debate health reform? 

I certainly hope that, as we debate 
this amendment over the next day, Mr. 

President, we appreciate fully the 
unique set of circumstances that we 
have· in rural America today; that we 
understand, we also have a unique re
sponsibility to be sensitive to those 
circumstances. We simply cannot allow 
heal th reform to pass rural America 
by. 

This amendment is a concerted effort 
on the part of a number of Senators 
from different States, all with the 
same appreciation of the need to re
spond more effectively to rural heal th 
care needs, recognizing very well how 
much the majority leader has already 
done in his bill to address many of the 
concerns we have expressed to him. 

So I am hopeful, Mr. President, that 
before the end of the day tomorrow, 
perhaps, we can have a good debate and 
a good discussion about these needs 
and about ways to respond more effec
tively to these needs. This is our best 
effort to do so in a concerted and very 
sincere way. 

I also ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
President, that the junior Senator 
from Colorado, Senator BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, be added as a 
cosponsor to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho has 
shown remarkable patience tonight. So 
while I have a much longer statement 
and full explanation of what our 
amendment would do, I would like to 
elaborate more tomorrow on each of 
the provisions. We got a good start to
night from the Senator from West Vir
ginia, so there is no need to further 
delay this evening. 

I am aware that a number of house
keeping chores are required, and I will 
do that and then yield the floor to the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

SENATOR CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN 
REMEMBERS CECIL PARTEE 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, many of the actions I have taken 
in my life have been heralded as firsts. 
But, people like Cecil Partee were 
firsts before I was even born and made 
my way possible. Mr. Partee was an ex
ample to me-an example of how to be 
an excellent legislator, an example of 
how to use the political system to 
make people's lives better, and an ex
ample of how to reach goals and hold 
on to dreams. 

Cecil Partee believed in the Dream of 
America, and he proved, time and time 
again, -that excellence and merit and 
hard work could overcome the odds and 
barriers he faced as an American of Af
rican descent. He was always a gen
tleman, and personified the dignity and 
class that are borne of struggle and 
achievement. 

When I first ran for the general as
sembly, Cecil Partee was one of the 
first to become a friend and resource. 
Sometimes I would go down to his of
fice just to sit and talk with him, and 
learn from his intelligence, his pa
tience, and his experience. He was a 
mentor to me, and to countless others 
who saw public service as a noble call
ing. 

Mr. Partee was born in Arkansas in 
1921. He attended Tennessee State Uni
versity for his undergraduate degree 
and then chose to pursue a career in 
law. The University of Arkansas would 
not accept him, however. They did not 
admit African-Americans at the time. 
The university agreed to pay his way 
to a northern law school. He chose 
Northwestern University Law School 
in Evanston. We can be thankful he 
came to Illinois and even more thank
ful that he stayed. 

He passed the Illinois bar in 1947, but 
was not allowed to attend the con
gratulatory dinner with the other new 
lawyers, because the hotel where the 
dinner was held did not allow African
Americans. A year later Mr. Partee 
started his public career as an assist
ant state's attorney. In 1956, he was 
first elected to the Illinois House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. Partee went on to serve for 10 
years in the Illinois House of Rep
resentatives and for 10 years in the Illi
nois Senate. He was the first African
American to be president of the Sen
ate, a post he held from 1971-73 and 
1975-77. 

He had a reputation as an astute and 
able legislator who fought to make the 
lives of ordinary citizens better. He 
worked to eradicate discrimination in 
the public and private sectors. He 
wanted to make sure that people could 
get good jobs and decent homes, what
ever their race or nationality. He 
worked to ensure that consumers were 
treated fairly under the law. Most im
portantly, he worked to bring people 
together, and to eliminate barriers to 
real communication. He was a warrior 
in the battle to make the American 
dream a reality for all. 

In 1989, Mr. Partee was named state's 
attorney. He took over the position 
from Mayor Daley, and served in that 
capacity for a year. He also served as 
city treasurer in Chicago for three 
terms. 

The people of Illinois owe a great 
debt to Cecil Partee. He spent many of 
his years serving us, leading us, and 
making our lives better. His legacy is 
inspiring and tangible. 

Partee's wife and their two children 
and two grandchildren have much to be 
proud of and much to miss. He was a 
good man, a pioneer, and a great politi
cian. I will miss him. We will all miss 
him. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con
sider the following nominations: Cal
endar Order No. 1121, Ricardo Martinez, 
to be Administrator of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administra
tion; Calendar Order No. 1122, 
Dharmendra K. Sharma, to be Adminis
trator of Research and Special Pro
grams Administration, Department of 
Transportation; Calendar Order No. 
1124, Harold J. Creel, Jr., to be a Fed
eral Maritime Commissioner; Calendar 
Order No. 1125, Delmond J.H. Won, to 
be a Federal Maritime Commissioner; 
Calendar Order No. 1127, Alexander Wil
liams, Jr., to be a U.S. district judge; 
Calendar Order No. 1128, Charles Red
ding Pitt, to be a U.S. attorney; Cal
endar Order No. 1129, Larry Reed 
Mattox, to be a U.S. Marshal; Calendar 
Order No. 1130, Walter Baker Edmisten, 
to be a U.S. Marshal; Calendar Order 
No. 1131, Thomas Joseph Maroney, to 
be a U.S. attorney; and all nominations 
placed on the Secretary's desk in the 
Coast Guard. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be confirmed en bloc; 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read; that upon confirma
tion, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table en bloc; that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate's actions; and that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Ricardo Martinez, of Louisiana, to be Ad
ministrator of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration. 

Dharmendra K. Sharma, of California, to 
be Administrator of the Research and Spe
cial Programs Administration, Department 
of Transportation. 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 

Harold J~mnings Creel, Jr., of Virginia, to 
be a Federal Maritime Commissioner for the 
term expiring June 30, 1999. 

Delmond J. H. Won, of Hawaii, to be a Fed
eral Maritime Commissioner for the term ex
piring June 30, 1997. 

THE JUDICIARY 

Alexander Williams, Jr., of Maryland, to be 
United States District Judge for the District 
of Maryland. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Charles Redding Pitt, of Alabama, to be 
United States Attorney for the Middle Dis
trict of Alabama for the term of four years. 

Larry Reed Mattox, of Virginia, to be Unit: 
ed States Marshal for the Western District of 
Virginia for the term of four years. 

Walter Baker Edmisten, of North Carolina, 
to be United States Marshal for the Western 
District of North Carolina for the term of 
four years. 

Thomas Joseph Maroney, of New York, to 
be United States Attorney for the Northern 

District of New York for the term of four 
years. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

Coast Guard nominations beginning Roger 
K. Wiebusch, and ending Robert W. Montfort, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of May 17, 1994. 

Coast Guard nomination of Kay L. Hick
man, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of May 
17, 1994. 

Coast Guard nominations beginning Mark 
L. Everett, and ending Euill W. Long, ill, 
which nominations were received by the Sen
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of July 27, 1994. 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF RICARDO 
MARTINEZ 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support the nomina
tion of Ricardo Martinez to be Admin
istrator of the National Highway Traf
fic Safety Administration [NHTSAJ. 
His nomination was unanimously ap
proved by the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation at 
its executive session on August 11, 1994. 

NHTSA was established to reduce the 
number of deaths, injuries, and eco
nomic losses resulting from traffic ac
cidents on the Nation's highways. 
Armed with that mission, the agency 
plays a vital role in reducing health 
care costs, by promoting safety of cars 
and light trucks. 

If confirmed as Administrator, Dr. 
Martinez will bring a fresh perspective 
to the agency with his extensive medi
cal background in trauma services and 
injury control and prevention. The 
nominee is currently serving as a con
sultant to Secretary of Transportation 
Pena on health issues. Prior to this, he 
most recently served as associate pro
fessor of surgery and emergency medi
cine at Emory University school of 
medicine. From 1985 to 1993, Dr. Mar
tinez served in various positions at 
Stanford University, including associ
ate director of trauma service at the 
university's hospital, and clinical as
sistant professor in the Department of 
surgery at the school of medicine. In 
addition, Dr. Martinez has written ex
tensively on medical issues, and his 
works have been published in numerous 
medical journals, magazines, and 
books. 

At his confirmation hearing on April 
21, 1994, Dr. Martinez stressed his com
mitment to injury prevention, and the 
need to reinvigorate NHTSA to prepare 
it for the challenges of the next cen
tury. He also acknowledged NHTSA's 
role with respect to consumer edu
cation, as well as the important man
date the agency has to set CAFE [Cor
porate Average Fuel Economy] stand
ards, and to analyze and disseminate 
data concerning fuel economy issues. 

This nominee deserves our support, 
and I urge my colleagues to join me in 

approving Dr. Ricardo Martinez to be 
NHTSA Administrator. 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF 
DHARMENDRA K. SHARMA 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate is considering 
the nomination of Dharmendra K. 
Sharma to be Administrator of the Re
search and Special Programs Adminis
tration [RSPAJ of the U.S. Department 
of Transportation [DOT]. At its execu
tive session on August 11, 1994, the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation unanimously ordered 
this nomination reported favorably. 

The position of Administrator of 
RSPA is a critical one. RSPA is re
sponsible for hazardous materials 
transportation and pipeline safety, 
transportation emergency prepared
ness, safety training, multimodal 
transportation research and develop
ment activities, and the collection and 
dissemination of air carrier economic 
data. Two of the more significant of
fices within RSPA are the Office of 
Hazardous Materials Safety, which de
velops and issues regulations for the 
safe transportation of hazardous mate
rials by all modes, and the Office of 
Pipeline Safety, which establishes and 

. provides for compliance with standards 
that assure public safety and environ
mental protection in the transpor
tation of gas and hazardous liquids by 
pipeline. 

The nominee brings to this position a 
broad range of technical, research, ana
lytical, and management abilities. He 
has demonstrated expertise in the 
fields of energy, science, and tech
nology. For over 10 years Dr. Sharma 
has served as a Manager with the Elec
tric Power Research Institute [EPRIJ, 
and prior to that he worked for the 
General Electric Co. 

This nominee has demonstrated his 
understanding of the critical issues fac
ing RSP A. He understands the need for 
greater vigilance over RSPA's pipeline 
safety program and the need for some 
form of comprehensive "one-call" leg
islation so that the number of pipeline 
accidents may be reduced. In addition, 
Dr. Sharma's background and expertise 
will allow him to assist Secretary Pena 
in the area of transportation tech
nology development, a cornerstone of 
this Administration's plan for the fu
ture. 

Mr. President, I am confident that 
Dharmendra K. Sharma's professional 
background and experience have pre
pared him well for the tremendous 
challenges confronting DOT and our 
Nation's system of transportation. I 
welcome this opportunity to rec
ommend Dharmendra K. Sharma's con
firmation as RSPA Administrator, and 
I urge my colleagues to join me in ap
proving this nomination. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous, the Senate will now re
turn to legislative session. 

REPORT ON THE CONTINUATION 
OF THE EMERGENCY RELATIVE 
TO THE NATIONAL UNION FOR 
THE TOTAL INDEPENDENCE OF 
ANGOLA [UNITA]-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT-PM 139 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Section 202(d) of the National Emer

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver
sary date. In accordance with this pro
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice, 
stating that the emergency declared 
with respect to the National Union for 
the Total Independence of Angola 
["UNITA"] is to continue in effect be
yond September 26, 1994, to the Federal 
Register for publication. 

The circumstances that led to the 
declaration on September 26, 1993, of a 
national emergency have not been re
solved. The actions and policies of 
UNITA pose a continuing unusual and 
extraordinary threat to the foreign pol
icy of the United States. United Na
tions Security Council Resolution 864 
(1993) continues to oblige all Member 
States to maintain sanctions. Dis
continuation of the sanctions would 
have a prejudicial effect on the Ango
lan peace process. For these reasons, I 
have determined that it is necessary to 
maintain in force the broad authorities 
necessary to apply economic pressure 
to UNITA to reduce its ability to pur
sue its aggressive policies of territorial 
acquisition. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 17, 1994. 

REPORT ON BELARUS AND 
UZBEKISTAN RELATIVE TO THE 
GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF PREF
ERENCES-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 140 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am writing to inform you of my in

tent to add Belarus and Uzbekistan to 

the list of beneficiary developing coun
tries under the Generalized System of 
Preferences [GSP]. The GSP program 
offers duty-free access to the U.S. mar
ket and is authorized by the Trade Act 
of 1974. 

I have carefully considered the cri
teria identified in sections 501 and 502 
of the Trade Act of 1974. In light of 
these criteria, and particularly the 
level of development and initiation of 
economic reforms in Belarus and 
Uzbekistan, I have determined that it 
is appropriate to extend GSP benefits 
to these two countries. 

This notice is submitted in accord
ance with section 502(a)(l) of the Trade 
Act of 1974. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 17, 1994. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3:59 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3508. An act to provide for tribal self
governance, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4709. An act to make certain technical 
corrections, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4867. An act to authorize appropria
tions for high-speed rail transportation, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 4868. An act to amend the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act to reduce the 
waiting period for benefits payable under 
that Act, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4884. An act to authorize noncompeti
tive, career or career-conditional appoint
ments for employees of the Criminal Justice 
Information Services of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation who do not relocate to 
Clarksburg, West Virginia. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1305) to make 
boundary adjustments and other mis
cellaneous changes to authorities and 
programs of the National Park Service, 
with an amendment, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2947) to ex
tend for an additional 2 years the au
thorization of the Black Revolutionary 
War Patriots Foundation to establish a 
memorial . 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 4624) mak
ing appropriations for the Departments 
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commis
sions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, 
and for other purposes, and agrees to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two houses 
thereon; and appoints Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, Mr. CHAPMAN, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. TORRES, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. OBEY, 

Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. GALLO, and Mr. MCDADE as the 
managers of the conference on the part 
of the House. 

At 7:14 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill (S. 2182) to authorize appro
priations for fiscal year 1995 for mili
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 285. Concurrent resolution di
recting the Secretary of the Senate to make 
technical corrections in the enrollment of S. 
2182. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
At 8:13 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 2815. An act to designate a portion of 
the Farmington River in Connecticut as a 
component of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. 

H.R. 4812. An act to direct the Adminis
trator of General Services to acquire by 
transfer the Old U.S. Mint in San Francisco, 
California, and for other purposes. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bill was read the first 

and second time by unanimous consent 
and referred indicated: 

H.R. 4907. An act to reform the concept of 
baseline budgeting; referred jointly, pursu
ant to the order of August 4, 1977, to the 
Committee on the Budget, and to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 4709. An act to make certain technical 
corrections, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

H.R. 4868. An act to amend the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act to reduce the 
waiting period for benefits payable under 
that Act, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

H.R. 4884. An act to authorize noncompeti
tive, career or career-conditional appoint
ments for employees of the Criminal Justice 
Information Services of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation who do not relocate to 
Clarksburg, West Virginia; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on August 17, 1994, she had pre
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bill and 
joint resolutions: 
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S. 2099. An act to establish the Northern 

Great Plains Rural Development Commis
sion, and for other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 153, Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning on November 20, 1994 and 
ending on November 26, 1994, as "National 
Family Caregivers Week." 

S.J. Res. 196. Joint resolution designating 
September 16, 1994, as "National POW/MIA 
Recognition Day" and authorizing display of 
the National League of Fam111es POW/MIA 
flag. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-3223. A communication from the Sec
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of the Joint Military Net As
sessment for calendar year 1994; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-3224. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report on the nondisclosure of Safeguards In
formation for the period April l, 1994 through 
June 30, 1994; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3225. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
the Federal Housing Administration for fis
cal year 1993; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3226. A communication from the Assist
ant Attorney General (Office of Legislative 
Affairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of the Office for Victims of Crime for 
fiscal year 1992; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

EC-3227. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of final regulations
Strengthening Institutions Program; to the 
Cammi ttee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-3228. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of final regulations-State 
Independent Living Services Program and 
Centers for Independent Living Program; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EC-3229. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Congressional Budget Office, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the seques
tration update report for fiscal year 1995; re
ferred jointly, pursuant to the order of Au
gust 4, 1977, to the Committee on the Budget, 
and to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-{)17. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 40 
"Whereas, The United States Passenger 

Services Act allows only United States
flagged ships to sail between United States 
ports, while foreign-flagged vessels are per-

mitted to sail between California ports only 
as part of a longer journey; and 

"Whereas, Historically, United States
flagged cruise lines were prohibited from of
fering gambling on board their vessels, while 
foreign-flagged vessels have always had gam
bling on board their vessels; and 

"Whereas, The United States-flagged 
cruise industry has had difficulty in compet
ing with foreign-flagged cruise lines; and 

"Whereas, In order to level the playing 
field, in 1992 Congress amended the federal 
Johnson Act to allow United States cruise 
ships to offer gambling; and 

"Whereas, Congress left the right to regu
late or prohibit gambling on voyages or seg
ments of voyages that are intrastate to the 
individual states, and 

"Whereas, California's efforts to prohibit 
gambling cruises to nowhere have had the ef
fect of prohibiting gambling on cruise ships 
traveling between California's ports, even as 
part of a longer journey; and 

"Whereas. Cruise ships are declining to 
visit California ports, citing a ban on cruise 
ship gambling; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California jointly, That tourism is 
an important and vital industry to Califor
nia, and that passengers disembarking from 
cruise ships in California ports add signifi
cantly to our economic base; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That California memorializes 
Congress to amend the Johnson Act to re
move California's authority to regulate gam
bling on cruise ships traveling to foreign 
ports or on segments of voyages going to an
other state or country; and be it further 

" Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-{)18. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 52 
"Whereas, Providing the American people 

with safe and wholesome drinking water has 
long been an important national objective; 
and 

"Whereas, State and local water suppliers 
have attained this national objective by de
veloping water systems that provide some of 
the safest drinking water in the world; and 

"Whereas, The water suppliers of this 
country have worked with state and federal 
officials to ensure this safe water at a rea
sonable cost; and 

"Whereas, Water treatment techniques ap
plied in this country have eradicated water
borne organisms that have historically re
sulted in widespread disease and death; and 

"Whereas, Federal legislation and legisla
tion enacted by many states aims to ensure 
that the quality of drinking water remains 
at a level that w111 protect the public health 
and safety from the threats posed by con
taminants, both naturally occurring and 
those introduced by human activity, with 
particular legislative emphasis on signifi
cantly reducing public exposure to sub
stances that may cause cancer of birth de
fects; and 

"Whereas, The federal Safe Drinking 
Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.) is the foun
dation for this nation's drinking water pro
tection, including an aggressive federal regu
latory program administered in most states 

by the United States Environmental Protec
tion Agency (EPA) and, in states that have 
qualified for "primacy," by state regulatory 
agencies; and 

"Whereas, The technical ab111ty to detect 
and monitor the presence of substances in 
drinking water has, in some cases, out
stripped scientific understanding of the im
pact of those substances on public health and 
safety; and 

"Whereas, On at least one occasion, in 
commenting on proposed federal regulations 
regarding radon in drinking water, the 
EPA's own Science Advisory Board criticized 
the regulatory principles that the EPA has 
relied on in promulgating regulatory re
quirements, questioning whether those re
quirements will significantly improve the 
public health; and 

"Whereas, Increasing regulatory require
ments and concomitant costs threaten to 
make water a very expensive commodity, 
with the potential to place a significant fi
nancial burden on many Californians; and 

"Whereas, The use of financial resources to 
promulgate and enforce water quality regu
lations, some of which may be of minimal 
protective value, occurs at a time when the 
people of this country, particularly those in 
California are having difficulty providing 
funding for many government programs and 
for needed improvements in our public infra
structure; and 

"Whereas, National and state water orga
nizations, associations of public health offi
cials, the National Governors Association, 
and the National Association of State Legis
latures, have proposed amendments to the 
federal Safe Drinking Water Act that w111 
both maintain a program to protect the pub
lic health and minimize some of the negative 
regulatory impacts on the water systems and 
the water consumers of this country: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly That the Legisla
ture of the ·State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and Congress of 
the United States, when the federal Safe 
Drinking Water Act is reauthorized, to adopt 
amendments to that act that will preserve 
the federal requirements that ensure the pro
tection of the public health and safety but 
will reduce the regulatory burden on drink
ing water providers and, in turn, reduce the 
financial burden on the citizens of this na
tion; and 

"Resolved, That the Legislature respect
fully memorializes the President and Con
gress to adopt amendments to the federal 
Safe Drinking Water Act recommended by 
various state and national water organiza
tions, associations of public health officials, 
and the National Governors Association, 
that do all of the following: 

"(a) Revise present law that requires the 
EPA to establish water quality standards for 
83 specified contaminants and requires the 
EPA to establish standards every three years 
thereafter for 25 additional contaminants, 
to, instead, require standards to be estab
lished in addition to the original list of 83 
contaminants only when it is determined 
that a substance present in drinking water 
poses a potential public health risk. 

"(b) Require the EPA to revise the list of 
regulated substances or the standards appli
cable to those substances if new scientific 
findings indicate that a regulated substance 
does not pose a threat to the public health or 
safety or does not require as stringent a 
standard. 

" (c) Revise monitoring requirements so 
that the frequency of routine testing and re
porting is reduced to a minimum when a 
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public water system demonstrates that a 
substance is not, and has not historically 
been, present in its water supply. 

"(d) Replace existing public notification 
requirements that may cause undue public 
concern with more flexible rules that allow 
for adjusting the content of a public notice 
to the degree of health risk present. 

"(e) Recognize that, while some substances 
that pose a health hazard, such as radon, 
may be present in water, remediation efforts 
should be more heavily focused on the me
dium that poses the greatest risk of expo
sure, such as indoor air in the case of radon 
exposure, where those remedial efforts are 
more likely to provide the greatest public 
health benefits; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Adminis
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency.'' 

POM-619. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 51 
"Whereas, The Metropolitan Water Dis

trict of Southern California, Upper San Ga
briel Valley Municipal Water District, Three 
Valleys Municipal Water District, San Ga
briel Valley Municipal Water District, and 
the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster 
jointly studied conjunctive use as a means to 
control the migration of groundwater con
tamination in the Main San Gabriel Ground
water Basin; and 

"Whereas, The Federal Environmental 
Protection Agency published the Baldwin 
Park Operable Unit Feasibility Study Report 
and Proposed Plan; and 

"Whereas, The feasibility study includes 
an analysis of four project design alter
natives to remedy contaminated ground
water in the Main San Gabriel Groundwater 
Basin, with two of the four project design al
ternatives incorporating the elements of 
conjunctive use; and 

"Whereas, The Federal Environmental 
Protection Agency selected an alternative in 
the Proposed Plan that did not incorporate 
conjunctive use as the plan's preferred rem
edy; and 

"Whereas, The Region IX Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency is 
scheduled to sign the Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the Baldwin Park Operable Unit 
Cleanup Project in late March or early April; 
and 

"Whereas, Following the signing of the 
ROD, negotiations to compel the responsible 
parties to design and construct the selected 
remedy will begin; and 

"Whereas, The Board of Directors of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California has committed financial support 
for a Baldwin Park Operable Unit Cleanup 
Project that incorporates conjunctive use; 
and 

"Whereas, Public Law 102-575 authorizes 25 
percent cost sharfog from the Bureau of Rec
lamation for a Baldwin Park Operable Unit 
Cleanup Project that incorporated conjunc
tive use; and 

"Whereas, The combined funding provided 
by the Metropolitan Water District of South
ern California and the federal Bureau of Rec
lamation could potentially provide cost sav
ings for the responsible parties; and 

"Whereas, The Metropolitan Water Dis
trict of Southern California and the Main 
San Gabriel Basin Watermaster, the court
appointed entity having the responsib111ty 
for managing the Main San Gabriel Ground
water Basin, are working to develop the Con
junctive Use and Basin Cleanup Agreement 
to govern the operation and management of 
conjunctive use in the Main San Gabriel 
Groundwater Basin; and 

"Whereas, The incorporation of conjunc
tive use into the remedial design would ac
complish the objectives of controlling the 
migration of groundwater contaminants and 
maximizing contaminant removal; and 

"Whereas, The California Legislature con
cludes that the incorporation of conjunctive 
use into the remedial design would provide 
broad benefits to the Main San Gabriel 
Groundwater Basin and the affected region 
that are superior to those that would be real
ized by the alternative selected by the fed
eral Environmental Protection Agency in 
the Proposed Plan; and 

"Whereas, The California Legislature be
lieves that the incorporation of conjunctive 
use into the remedial design would be the 
preferred means by which to remove signifi
cant contamination and to augment the re
gion's water supply: Now therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the Administrator of the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency to incorporate 
conjunctive use into the remedial design for 
the purpose of remedying groundwater con
tamination in the Main San Gabriel Ground
water Basin; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Adminis
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency.'' 

POM-620. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 1 

"Whereas, The closing of Norton Air Force 
Base in March of 1994 will result in the loss 
of more than 4,000 jobs in the San Bernardino 
area; and 

"Whereas, The site of Norton Air Force 
Base is ideally suited for the location of a 
foreign trade zone center and the existing 
base airport and surrounding facilities could 
be easily adapted to accommodate a foreign 
trade zone; and 

"Whereas, Foreign trade zones are des
ignated sites licensed by the Foreign Trade 
Zones Board under the United States Depart
ment of Commerce that permit domestic 
transactions involving foreign products to 
take place as if those transactions were con
ducted outside United States Customs terri
tory, thus offsetting trade advantages avail
able to foreign producers who export in com
petition with United States producers; and 

"Whereas, Foreign trade zones facilitate 
and expedite international trade, assist in 
state and local economic development ef
forts, and create new employment opportuni
ties; and 

"Whereas, A foreign trade zone center at 
Norton Air Force Base, in addition to the 
Lockheed Corporation facility and a pro
posed Department of Defense Finance Ac
counting Center, would serve as anchor ten
ants employing nearly 10,000 people: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis
lature of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States and the Foreign Trade 
Zone Board under the United States Depart
ment of Commerce to designate the airport 
located at Norton Air Force Base in San 
Bernardino County as a foreign trade zone 
center; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Chairman of the Foreign Trade Zone Board, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States." 

POM-621. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 69 
"Whereas, the lingering recession has hit 

California families hard through the loss of 
jobs and deflation of the housing market; 
and 

"Whereas, many Californians have had siz
able amounts of money invested in their 
homes; and 

"Whereas, many Californians have suffered 
from deep depreciation in the value of their 
homes and are being forced, by cir
cumstances, to . sell their homes for a loss; 
and 

"Whereas, the Internal Revenue Code 
treats nonreinvested profits from the sale of 
a home as capital gain; and 

"Whereas, the same tax code makes no 
comparable allowance for those who realize a 
capital loss on the sale of a home: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and Congress of 
the United States to provide tax relief to 
homeowners caught in the largest housing 
market depression in many years by provid
ing for the recognition of a capital loss on 
the sale of a principal residence; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-622. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 70 
"Whereas, the federal income tax burden 

during the past four decades has increased by 
more than 300 percent as a share of family 
income; and 

"Whereas, measuring average after-tax per 
capita income, families with children are the 
lowest income group in America, with aver
age after-tax income below that of elderly 
households, single persons, and couples with
out children; and 

"Whereas wage stagnation and an ever-in
creasing tax burden has forced a growing 
number of families to rely on two wage earn
ers to make ends meet; and 

"Whereas, in 1948, a family of four at the 
median family income level paid just 2 per
cent of its income to the federal government 
in taxes; and 
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"Whereas. in 1989, that same family paid 

nearly 24 percent of its income to the federal 
government in taxes; and 

"Whereas, the personal exemption for chil
dren was intended to help offset the costs of 
raising a child; and 

"Whereas, in 1948, the personal exemption 
was six hundred dollars ($600), or roughly 20 
percent of the median income for two-parent 
fam111es, and for a family of four shielded 80 
percent of personal income from taxation; 
and 

"Whereas, to have the same value to fami
lies today as it did in 1948, the personal ex
emption would have to be raised from two 
thousand three hundred fifty dollars ($2,350) 
to eight thousand dollars ($8,000) and con
tinue to be indexed to inflation; and 

" Whereas, the effect of this ever-shrinking 
exemption penalizes the most vulnerable 
members of our society, our children; and 

"Whereas, our children are the most likely 
members of our society to live in poverty, in 
part because their parents are not able to 
keep enough of their wages after taxes to 
properly feed, clothe, and shelter their chil
dren; and 

" Whereas, in 1948, as much as 80 percent of 
personal income was exempt from federal in
come taxation, and this relatively low level 
of taxation helped to fuel the growth of the 
strongest economy in the world; and 

"Whereas, our economy would be strength
ened by returning substantial tax dollars to 
our citizens; and 

"Whereas, American families are strug
gling to make ends meet; and 

" Whereas, the fact that an increasing num
ber of our children grow up in single-parent 
households makes it all the more imperative 
that we relieve the tax burden on their par
ents: Now therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to reduce the tax bur
den on children and families by restoring the 
inflation-eroded value of the personal exemp
tion by increasing that exemption from two 
thousand three hundred fifty dollars ($2,350) 
to eight thousand dollars ($8,000), and con
tinuing to index the exemption to inflation; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives, and each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States." 

POM-623. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

POM-624. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 75 

"Whereas, the President of the United 
States and the President of Mexico signed an 
agreement on August 14, 1993, entitled 
'Agreement Between the United States of 
American and United Mexican States in Co
operation for the Protection and Improve
ment of the Environment in the Border 
Area' ; and 

"Whereas, the Board of Supervisors of Im
perial County and the Mexican State of Baja 
California Norte, on December 14, 1993, en
tered into a memorandum of understanding 
concerning environmental matters; and 

"Whereas, the recent approval of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFT A) 

strengthens the economic and environmental 
ties between Mexico and the United States; 
and 

"Whereas, the New River, which originates 
in Mexico and flows northward across the 
international boundary into California's Im
perial County, is the most contaminated 
river in the United States, and is aestheti
cally repulsive to the residents of, and visi
tors to, Imperial County; and 

"Whereas, the Governor, on October 6, 1993, 
documented the health and public safety 
dangers associated with the unregulated dis
charges into the New River in a state of 
emergency proclamation; and · 

" Whereas, due to the international nature 
of this problem, it is the obligation if the 
United States, on behalf of the residents of 
the State of California and Imperial County, 
to implement adequate measures to correct 
the contamination of the New River caused 
by discharges within the Republic of Mexico; 
and 

"Whereas, the contamination of the New 
River is caused by uncontrolled discharges of 
raw and inadequately' treated sewage, highly 
toxic industrial, chemical solid and geo
thermal waste and seepage from major gar
bage dumps slaughter houses, and industrial 
refuse within or near the City of Mexicali 
into the New River; and 

" Whereas, the contaminated waters of the 
New River flow into the Salton Sea, which 
discharges are incompatible with the eco
logical, recreational, and other beneficial 
uses associated with the Salton Sea; and 

" Whereas, Federal, state, and local public 
officials have documented the clear and 
present danger that the contaminated New 
River presents to residents of, and visitors 
to, Imperial County; and 

" Whereas, immediate action to clean up 
the New River is essential for the health and 
safety of the public: Now, therefore, be it 

" Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to implement measures 
in cooperation with the Republic of Mexico 
and state and local public officials, to cor
rect the contamination of the New River 
caused by discharges within the Republic of 
Mexico; and be it further 

"Resolved. That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives, each Senator and Representa
tive from California in the Congress of the 
United States, the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the Governor of Cali
fornia.' ' 

POM-625. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

" ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 77 
" Whereas, the prison system in California 

is seriously overcrowded and is currently op
erating at 180 percent capacity; and 

"Whereas, approximately 16,000 or 15 per
cent of all prison inmates who are impris
oned in California are undocumented aliens 
who have been convicted of felony offenses 
under state law; and 

" Whereas, the cost of imprisonment in 
California is twenty-two thousand dollars 
($22,000) per prison inmate per year, which 
totals approximately three hundred fifty 
million dollars ($350,000,000) per year to im
prison undocumented alien criminal offend
ers; and 

"Whereas, the federal government is re
sponsible for immigration policy and should 
bear the cost of imprisonment for undocu
mented alien criminal offenders; and 

"Whereas, the Congress of the United 
States is considering the construction of 10 
new regional federal prisons as part of the 
Omnibus Crime Bill: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to immediately enact 
legislation to construct new federal prisons 
and to transfer undocumented alien criminal 
offenders who are presently imprisoned in 
state prisons to the new federal fac111ties as 
a first priority in order to relieve California 
and other states from the financial burden of 
imprisoning dangerous convicted criminals 
who have entered the country illegally; and 
be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, the Attorney General of the Unit
ed States, the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives, and each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States." 

POM-626. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 84 
"Whereas, the Armenians, among us, have 

contributed to the progress and betterment 
of life through agriculture, commerce, teach
ing, the professions, churches, and commu
nity and worldwide organizations; and 

" Whereas, the United States of America 
has repeatedly gone on record in support of 
human rights around the world; and 

"Whereas, it is well documented that ap
proximately 1,500,000 Armenians were mas
sacred in Turkey during the years 1915 to 
1918, although this genocide has been con
sistently denied by the Turkish government; 
and 

"Whereas, by their own resolute Christian 
faith and will to survive and live again, and 
the generosity of many in the United States 
of America resulting in relief operations, a 
fraction of the survivors were rescued and 
subsequently immigrated to this country; 
and 

"Whereas, the Armenians in some other 
countries must continue to endure daily acts 
of oppression, such as denial of their basic 
human rights, confiscation of their churches 
and schools, and punishment for speaking 
their native language openly; and 

"Whereas, April 24, 1915, is the date histo
rians have marked as the beginning of the 
massacre and consequently this day should 
be a day of reflection by all · Armenians and 
other Americans; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to designate April 24 as 
'National Day of Remembrance ' and requests 
the President of the United States to issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe that day as a day of 
remembrance for all the victims of genocide, 
especially those of Armenian ancestry who 
succumbed to the genocide perpetrated in 
1915, and in whose memory this date is com
memorated by all Armenians and their 
friends throughout the world; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
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the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-627. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 78 
"Whereas, Congress has proposed to create 

the 'Public Safety Partnership and Commu
nity Policing Act of 1993,' establishing a pro
gram of grants and assistance to the states 
for a period of six years for the hiring and re
hiring of additional career law enforcement 
officers; and 

"Whereas, the purpose of this program is 
to increase police presence, to expand and 
improve cooperative efforts between law en
forcement agencies and members of the com
munity to address crime and disorder prob
lems, and to otherwise enhance public safe
ty; and 

"Whereas, the ability of state and local 
law enforcement agencies to qualify for 
these grants is dependent on their ability to 
provide matching funds; and 

"Whereas, these nonfederal matching funds 
must provide 25 percent of costs of the pro
gram, project, or activity provided under a 
grant; and 

"Whereas, for a grant for a period exceed
ing one year for hiring or rehiring career law 
enforcement officers, the federal share shall 
decrease from year to year for up to five 
years when state or local grant recipients 
shall be required to fully fund the program, 
project, or activity provided under a grant; 
and 

"Whereas, the State of California has been 
experiencing a severe, persistent, and con
tinuing recession that has resulted in four 
successive years of contraction of the state 
and local budgets; and 

"Whereas, as a result of the recession, 
most California law enforcement agencies 
have seen a reduction in their budgets; and 

"Whereas, declining revenues will make it 
impossible for many California law enforce
ment agencies to meet the matching funds 
requirement contained within the proposed 
'Public Safety Partnership and Community 
Policing Act of 1993' without impacting ex
isting programs; and 

"Whereas, those California communities 
suffering the most severe budget shortfalls 
are experiencing the greatest impact of 
crime and would benefit most from access to 
the federal grant program; now, therefore, be 
it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to include in the 'Public 
Safety Partnership and Community Policing 
Act of 1993' an exemption for California law 
enforcement agencies from meeting the 
matching funds requirement; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That if no exemption for Califor
nia law enforcement agencies is forthcom
ing, the President and the Congress should 
give the Attorney General broad authority 
to waive the matching funds requirement; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That local officials should also 
be perm! tted to use the funds in the most 
flexible manner so that they may be applied 
to the most pressing local needs, which in
clude using the funds to keep existing police 
officers on the streets longer, for improved 
communications technology, and for nec-
essary equipment; and be it further · 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-628. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 46 

"Whereas, An estimated 18,000 illegal 
aliens who are convicted felons are being 
housed and fed in California's state prisons, 
five times more than any other state, have 
cost California taxpayers more than one bil
lion dollars in the last five years, and will 
cost a projected $375 million during the 1994-
1995 fiscal year; and 

"Whereas, California's prisons are over
crowded at 180 percent of capacity; and 

"Whereas, California's current inmate pop
ulation is over 120,000 inmates as of March 
1994, which is nearly double the system's de
sign capacity; and 

"Whereas, The state prison population is 
projected to grow to at least 141,000 by 1997-
1998; and 

"Whereas, California is suffering from a se
vere fiscal crisis; and 

"Whereas, The United States Congress is 
making trade agreements with other coun
tries: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to negotiate with coun
tries to whom the United States gives for
eign aid or with whom the United States en
ters into trade agreements, for an agreement 
to require that nationals convicted of felo
nies in the United States, when they have 
entered the United States illegally, serve 
their prison sentences in their country of or
igin and that the term of each sentence to be 
served in a country of origin shall be com
parable to the sentence imposed in the state 
within the United States wherein the crime 
occurred; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-629. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 81 
"Whereas, United States Senator Dianne 

Feinstein (D-California) has introduced a 
bill (S. 1522) which would direct the United 
States Sentencing Commission to promui.
gate guidelines or amend existing guidelines 
to provide sentencing enhancements of not 
less than three offense levels for hate crimes; 
and 

"Whereas, United States Congressman 
Charles E. Schumer (D-New York) has intro
duced a bill (H.R. 1152) which would direct 
the United States Sentencing Commission to 
promulgate guidelines or amend existing 
guidelines to provide sentencing enhance
ments of not less than three offense levels 
for hate crimes; and 

"Whereas, Those two bills combine to 
make up 'the 'Hate Crimes Sentencing En
hancement Act of 1994'; and 

"Whereas, The Sacramento area has wit
nessed and is still recovering from a series of 

racially motivated violent incidents, includ
ing the firebombings of the local National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People headquarters, the Japanese-American 
Citizens League headquarters, the office of 
the Department of Fair Employment and 
Housing, the home of City Councilman 
Jimmie Yee, and the B'Nai Israel Synagogue; 
and 

"Whereas, California is a multiracial, 
multicultural state which expects to have a 
majority of communities of color by the year 
2010; and 

"Whereas, The Legislature has dem
onstrated repeated dedication to the aboli
tion of hate crimes by passing major pieces 
of hate crimes legislation that have come be
fore them: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to swiftly pass and sign 
into law the "Hate Crimes Sentencing En
hancement Act of 1994"; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and the Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-630. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

"JOINT RESOLUTION 60 
"Whereas, Persons who lawfully reside in 

the United States, whether they be Amer
ican citizens, immigrants, or persons work
ing or studying in the United States on a 
visa, have traditionally been assured their 
spouses and children could also lawfully re
side in the United States; and 

"Whereas, Family unity has always been a 
cornerstone of American immigration pol
icy; and 

"Whereas, The spouses and children of per
sons who have become permanent residents, 
through the amnesty provisions of the Fed
eral Immigration Reform and Control Act of 
1986 (!RCA) do not enjoy the same derivative 
rights; and 

"Whereas, The result is that the spouses 
and children of many of the nearly 1.5 mil
lion persons in California who have become 
permanent residents of the United States are 
subject to deportation as undocumented per
sons even though their spouses or parents 
may lawfully reside and work in the United 
States; and 

"Whereas, The federal Immigration and 
Naturalization Service has deported or has 
begun procedures to deport the spouses and 
children of persons who have in good faith 
secured amnesty under the laws of the Unit
ed States; and 

"Whereas, It is a waste of taxpayer funds 
to commence deportation proceedings, re
sulting in costly litigation, when virtuaily 
all of the children and spouses of persons 
granted amnesty under !RCA will eventually 
become lawful permanent residents through 
petitions filed by their spouses or parents 
within a few years; and 

"Whereas, The two separate amnesty pro
visions of !RCA were available to applicants 
for the period of May 5, 1987, to November 30, 
1988, inclusive, and thus, the persons and 
families affected are necessarily limited in 
number; and 

"Whereas, It would not be in the sense of 
fairplay and justice to destroy families; and 

"Whereas, It is nonsensical for American 
society to grant amnesty to parents and 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES leave their children subject to deportation: 

Now, therefore, be it 
" Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 

State of California, jointly , That the Legisla
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and Congress of 
the United States to do all of the following: 

(1) Review the actions of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service with respect to 
deportation procedures for the children and 
spouses of permanent residents who were 
under the amnesty provisions of !RCA and 
(2) amend Section 301 of the Immigration Act 
of 1990 to ensure that the spouses and chil
dren of permanent residents who are legal
ized under the amnesty provisions of !RCA 
are afforded family unity protection; and be 
it further 

" Resolved, That the President is strongly 
urged to issue an executive order that w1ll 
direct the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service to cease any deportation actions 
that it may be taking against the spouses 
and children of permanent residents until 
the effective date of the amendments to Sec
tion 301 of the Immigration Act of 1990 de
scribed above; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-631. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
CommittP.e on Labor and Human Resources. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 80 
"Whereas, it is estimated that one of every 

nine women in the United States will de
velop breast cancer, with more than 36,000 
women in their 40s dying each year from this 
disease; and 

"Whereas, there were 175,000 new cases of 
breast cancer diagnosed and 44,500 breast 
cancer deaths reported in 1991; and 

"Whereas, the five-year relative survival 
rate in women whose breast cancer ls de
tected early when the disease ls localized is 
over 90 percent, while the five-year relative 
survival rate drops to 18 percent when the 
disease ls not detected early; and 

" Whereas, breast cancer is a critical health 
concern for women, not only because it 
threatens life itself, but also because of its 
impact on the self-image and quality of life 
of women; and 

" Whereas, women are more likely than 
men to have no health insurance because 
they are concentrated in small businesses 
and low-wage, part-time, or temporary work 
and their health needs and the 1llnesses that 
are more prevalent in women, such as breast 
cancer, have historically been ignored in 
clinical research: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla
ture of the state of California memorializes 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States to include the provision for mammo
grams and other women's health care needs 
as an integral part of any nationwide health 
care benefit reform package; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and the Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress of the United States." 

POM-632. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 44 
" Whereas, today, over 37 million Ameri

cans and over 6 million Californians lack 
health insurance, constituting a public crisis 
that adversely impacts the quality of our 
health as well as our economy; and 

"Whereas, title X of the Consolidated Om
nibus Budget Reconc111ation Act of 1985 (P.L. 
99-272) has brought relief to approximately 
one million Americans every year who face 
the loss of group health insurance through 
termination of employment, the death of a 
spouse, or other qualifying event; and 

" Whereas, the Consolidated Omnibus Budg
et Reconc111ation Act of 1985 requires em
ployers to offer, at the employee's expense, 
the continuation of group health insurance 
at group rates, to enrollees and their eligible 
dependents whose group coverage would oth
erwise end due to termination of employ
ment, death of a spouse, or other qualifying 
event; and 

" Whereas, the terminated employee, the 
spouse of a deceased employee, or other de
pendent, may continue coverage for 18 to 36 
months after a change in work or family sta
tus; and 

" Whereas, the rate for coverage ls not to 
exceed 102 percent of the applicable premium 
charged for that employee's coverage for the 
applicable period preceding that employee's 
termination of employment; and 

"Whereas, a gap exists in this continuation 
coverage, to wit, terminated employees or 
dependents of employees cannot continue 
their COBRA coverage beyond 36 months; 
and 

"Whereas, Americans between the ages of 
50 and 64 who lose group health insurance 
often have difficulty replacing it with afford
able insurance and are disproportionately af
fected by this gap in COBRA coverage; Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Congress 
and President of the United States are re
spectfully memorialized to extend the fed
eral Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconc111-
ation Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-272) to enable indi
viduals 50 years of age or older to continue 
participating in their employer provided 
group health plan after a qualifying event 
until the qualified beneficiary or bene
ficiary 's spouse has attained the age to qual
ify for Medicare, or a beneficiary's dependent 
minor has reached the legal age of adult
hood; and be it further 

"Resolved, Consistent with existing law, 
continuation coverage shall provide for 
health care benefits at a rate not to exceed 
102 percent of the premium charged for that 
employee's coverage for the applicable pe
riod preceding that employee's termination 
of employment or change in work status 
without medical qualification or exclusions 
for preexisting medical conditions; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, to the Majority Leader 
of the United States Senate, and to the Unit
ed States Secretary of Health and Human 
Services." 

POM-633. A resolution adopted by Board of 
County Commissioners, Okaloosa County, 
Florida relative to Federal mandates; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

The following report of committees 
were submitted on August 16, 1994: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, with an amendment: 

H.R. 734: A b1ll to amend the Act entitled 
"An Act to provide for the extension of cer
tain Federal benefits, services, and assist
ance to the Pascua Yaqui Indians of Arizona, 
and for other purposes." (Rept. No. 10~). 

The following report of committees 
were submitted on August 17, 1994: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Indian Affairs, with an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute: 

S. 2329. A b1ll to settle certain Indian land 
claims within the State of Connecticut, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 103--339). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr.ROTH: 
S. 2400. A bill to establish the North

ern Yukon-Arctic International Wild
life Refuge, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2401. A bill to establish the Na

tional Commission on Major League 
Baseball, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. 2400. A bill to establish the North

ern Yukon-Arctic International Wild
life Refuge, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

NORTHERN YUKON-ARCTIC INTERNATIONAL 
WILDLIFE REFUGE ACT 

• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I address 
our needs as well as our opportunities 
for international cooperation to pro
tect our world's circumpolar region. 

During my years in the Congress I 
have expressed my sincere ideology 
concerning mankind's responsibility to 
the environment. Simply stated, it is 
that man is bound to serve nature 
through an environmental ethic. Man
kind has the responsibility to pass on a 
life-giving, life-sustaining environment 
to future generations. Our natural and 
cultural heritage rank high among our 
most priceless and irreplaceable pos
sessions. To lose any of these posses
sions would be a loss to all of mankind. 

It is often exhibited that all 
ecosystems-from Alaska to Africa, 
South America to Saudi Arabia-are 
inextricably connected. Not only can 
destruction in one small area bruise 
the conscience of man, but it can affect 
the fragile ecological balance of a tiny 
world appear more vulnerable with · 
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each passing day. Perhaps this environ
mental transcendentalism is nowhere 
more apparent than in the circumpolar 
region which serves as a sink for global 
pollution. It gathers the wastes and 
fallout from all that surrounds it, and 
we all know the tragic consequences 
befalling the fragile ecosystem and bio
sphere. The wind, water, fish, fowl, car
ibou, and other animals and plants 
know no political boundaries. Whether 
the pollution that threatens their pris
tine and fragile environment comes 
from the Soviet Union, Brazil, Eastern 
Europe, or the United States is of little 
consequence-especially when the con
tamination begins to affect the native 
peoples who depend on the ecosystem. 

Likewise, the contamination of this 
precious international resource poses a 
threat to the Arctic region as scientific 
laboratory for comparisons of the 
Earth's health. As someone recently 
put it: "if the Arctic systems fail, the 
health and the understanding of the 
health of the entire planet fails." It is 
for those and other reasons that I com
mend proposals that encourage inter
national cooperation to protect the 
precious Arctic area. The Finnish and 
Pisces initiatives and the Beringia Co
operative Agreement are very impor
tant steps in this process. Likewise, 
I'm proud to announce my own piece of 
legislation, that I am introducing 
today. 

Mr. President, today I am introduc
ing legislation to establish a Northern 
Yukon-Arctic International Wildlife 
Refuge. Its purpose is to bring these 
two great nations together in historic 
cooperation to permanently protect 
the last complete Arctic ecosystem in 
North America, North America's 
serrengethi, to fulfill our responsibility 
as stewards of our land, its resources 
and the life that depends on it. 

This effort will protect all shared 
wild bird resources native to North 
America that are in an unconfined 
state and that are protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Likewise, 
it protects wetlands, marine mam
mals-including seals, walruses, 
whales, and polar bears; and it main
tains our commitment to the principles 
of caribou management as prescribed 
under the Porcupine Management 
Agreement. And it provides for contin
ued protection of marine and anad
romous fish species that inhabit the 
coastal waters of the Beaufort Sea. Fi
nally, it reaffirms the commitments we 
made to the residents of these lands, to 
continue to provide them with the op
portunity for subsistence uses for the 
resources of these lands. 

Each of these objectives is worthy, 
and this bill is an important step to
ward caring for our stewardship in the 
entire Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
as it is currently administered under 
the National Wildlife Refuge Adminis
tration Act. However, most important 
is that .this bill demonstrates the will-

ing spirit and many opportunities na
tions can take advantage of toward the 
objective of protecting our environ
ment. It is a first step-an important 
first step. But it is my hope that it 
serves as an example of what nations 
can do with shared objectives, a spirit 
of cooperation, and little bit of effort. 

It is also my hope that we can build 
on this effort to actively pursue arctic 
agreements that lead to an arctic ref
uge protection plan. Such a plan should 
include international protection for 
shared lands and waters, cultural and 
historical sites, and management of 
fish, birds and wildlife, as well as inter
national cooperative efforts to control 
the sources of pollutants that affect 
this fragile environment. The legisla
tion that I am introducing today 
should be one of the building blocks for 
this effort.• 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2401. A bill to establish the Na

tional Commission on Major League 
Baseball, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON MAJOR LEAGUE 
BASEBALL ACT OF 1994 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
know that we all are very much 
consumed on the health care. The de
bate has been going on for some time. 

There is something that is really, 
really important that people are miss
ing in this country, and that is base
ball. I want to talk about it for a mo
ment. 

Today I am introducing legislation 
that would establish a five-member, 
National Commission on Major League 
Baseball. The purpose of this Commis
sion is very simple. This panel will do 
for baseball, and the baseball fans of 
America, what baseball has been un
able to do for itself-that is keep the 
focus on the game and not on the law
yers, and more importantly make the 
game accountable to the millions of 
Americans who call themselves base
ball fans. 

This Commission will have oversight 
and regulatory control over major 
league baseball. In particular, the 
Commission will have the ability to in
vestigate many areas of major league 
baseball, including expansion, ticket 
prices, stadium financing, television 
revenues, and marketing and mer
chandising. Most importantly, how
ever, is the Commission's power to con
duct binding arbitration in the event of 
a labor impasse. Given that we are cur
rently in the eighth work stoppage in 
the past 22 seasons, it is unfortunate, 
but obvious, that baseball cannot put 
its own house in order. The need for 
this authority has never been more 
clear than it is today. 

Once again, the players and the own
ers have betrayed the American public 
and put their own self-interests above 
those of the fans. To the average fan, 

salary caps and labor negotiations do 
not matter. The average fan feels no 
sympathy for either the multimillion
dollar players or the multimillion-dol
lar owners. All the average fan wants 
to do is enjoy baseball. This Commis
sion is intended to give them that op
portunity. 

While developing this Commission, I 
envisioned a panel which could act as 
an impartial commissioner of the na
tional pastime. Unfortunately, baseball 
does not have a commissioner at this 
time despite the repeated promises to 
appoint one. With all due respect to 
Mr. Selig-I know him, he is a fine 
man, and a very good businessman
this game needs a strong, impartial 
leader who can be guided not solely by 
the interests of the players or the own
ers, but by the best interests of the 
game. Accordingly, this must involve 
the views of the fans. 

Under the legislation, the President 
will select three individuals from the 
millions who proudly call themselves 
baseball fans to serve on the Commis
sion. This Commission may not resolve 
the myriad of problems which plague 
the game, but it will give the fans a 
much needed voice in the debate. Addi
tionally, the Commission will have a 
member chosen from among the play
ers and a member chosen from among 
the owners. The panel will have the 
power to hold hearings and to obtain 
all relevant documents and other evi
dence in order to make their review as 
comprehensive as possible. If the par
ties will not unilaterally disclose their 
positions then this legislation will 
compel them to do so. The distrust and 
secrecy between the players and the 
owners has made reaching a com
promise all the more difficult. If we are 
to address these issues and the con
cerns of the respective parties, it can 
only be done through complete disclo
sure. This Commission has the power 
to make certain that reality and not 
rhetoric is the basis for any discussion 
of these issues. 

Many people might wonder why, or 
if, Government should involve itself in 
this matter. But the Government is al
ready involved and has, in effect, cre
ated a baseball monopoly. Baseball is 
special and receives special treatment 
through the antitrust immunity. 

This exemption allows baseball to op
erate as one large entity which oper
ates free of the threat of competition, 
despite the fact that competition is the 
hallmark of American free enterprise. 
In other instances where we create a 
monopoly, such as utilities, no one 
questions the Government's authority 
to regulate the industry. In essence we 
grant the monopoly, but we do so with 
the understanding that this rare excep
tion has conditions, one of which is the 
Government's right to regulate. 

And the players are just as much at 
fault. They could settle this but, no, 
they have three or four agents that 
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hold out and really do not care about 
the fans. 

Many will argue that we should sim
ply repeal the exemption. Frankly, 
that day may be coming, but at this 
point I think the larger issue is wheth
er or not the game can police itself-I 
have not seen much recently to suggest 
that it can. Proponents of the exemp
tion cite the unique place of baseball in 
American society. This raises the obvi
ous question of how many times will 
the game which claims to be uniquely 
American walk away from the Amer
ican public? My legislation is a com
promise between the two positions 
which lets the exemption remain for 
the time being, but subjects the mo
nopoly to regulation. Furthermore, my 
bill requires the Commission to study 
the need for the anti-trust exemption 
and the effects of its possible repeal 
and report to Congress on their find
ings within 3 years. This study will 
allow Congress to better understand 
the consequences of continuing or re
pealing the anti-trust exemption. That 
decision, when and if it is made, should 
be an informed one, and the Commis
sion will help in that regard. 

Critics will argue that this Commis
sion is ill conceived, that it places 
complex issues in the hands of those 
who lack the knowledge or understand
ing to resolve them. To those critics, I 
suggest that what this situation des
perately needs is a little perspective 
and a good dose of reality. Who better 
to provide it than the very people who 
fill the coffers of the players and own
ers by going to the games, by purchas
ing the merchandise, by supporting the 
advertisers who pay the enormous tele
vision contracts? One thing is clear, 
the current system has failed and it is 
time for new ideas. 

It is true that baseball is a uniquely 
American game. But with that special 
place in American culture comes a re
sponsibility to the American public. 
The select few who constitute the own
ership and players of major league 
baseball must preserve the game for 
the enjoyment of all fans. When the 
games stopped las-t week, fans were en
joying perhaps the finest season in 
many years. Matt Williams, Ken 
Griffey, Jr., and Frank Thomas were 
all chasing Roger Maris's home run 
record. Houston Astro Jeff Bagwell 
might have become the first triple 
crown winner since 1967. On the field 
the game was living up to its proud 
tradition. But now this fine season has 
been taken away and replaced with 
sound bites of lawyers from both sides 
who always find a new way to say, 
"we've made no progress." The base
ball fans of America are the most loyal 
and dedicated in all of sports, they de
serve better. They deserve a chance to 
watch the game they love-this Com
mission will give them that chance. 

Mr. President, I compliment the Sen
ator from Ohio here, who has tried to 

bring public attention to this in a dif
ferent way, by lifting the exemption. I 
have not been a supporter of that be
cause I am not convinced that it is 
going to solve the problem. I have 
given it a lot of thought, and I came to 
the conclusion that we need to regulate 
this monopoly, not just open it up by 
taking the exemption away. Critics 
will argue that the commission is ill
conceived and places complex issues in 
the hands of those who lack the knowl
edge or understanding to resolve them. 
To those critics, I suggest that what 
the situation desperately needs is a lit
tle perspective and a good dose of re
ality. 

Who better to provide it than the 
very people who fill the coffers of the 
players and the owners by going to the 
game, by purchasing the merchandise, 
by supporting the advertisers who pay 
the enormous television contracts? 

You know who that is: the baseball 
fans. 

One thing is clear, the current sys
tem has failed, it is broken, it is not 
working. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2401 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION. 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National 
Commission on Major League Baseball Act 
of 1994" . 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is hereby established the National 
Commission on Major League Baseball (here
after in this Act referred to as the "Commis
sion"). 
SEC. 3. MEMBERSlllP. 

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.-The Com
mission shall be composed of five members, 
all of whom shall be appointed by the Presi
dent. The President shall appoint--

(1) one member after consultation with the 
Major League Baseball Players Association; 

(2) one member after consultation with the 
owners of Major League Baseball; and 

(3) three members (after consultations 
with baseball fan organizations and the in
formal solicitation of recommendations from 
the general public), one of whom the Presi
dent shall designate as Chairman of the 
Commission. 

(b) TERM.-Members of the Commission 
shall be appointed for a six year term. No in
dividual may serve as a member for more 
than one term. 

(c) QUORUM.-A majority of the members of 
the Commission shall constitute a quorum, 
but the Commission may provide for the tak
ing of testimony and the reception of evi
dence at meetings at which there are present 
not less than three members of the Commis
sion. 

(d) APPOINTMENT DATE.-The first appoint
ments. made under subsection (a) shall be 
made within 60 days after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

(e) FIRST MEETING.-The first meeting of 
the Commission shall be called by the Chair
man and shall be held within 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(f) PUBLIC MEETINGS.-All Commission 
meetings shall be open to the public. 

(g) VACANCY.-If any member of the Com
mission is unable to serve a full term or be
comes unqualified to serve in such position, 
a new member shall be appointed to serve 
the remainder of such term of office, within 
45 days of the vacancy, in the same manner 
in which the original appointment was made. 
SEC. 4. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

The duties of the Commission are to over
see and regulate any aspect of Major League 
Baseball, where, in the opinion of the Com
mission, it is in the best interests of baseball 
to intervene, including but not limited to 
the-

(1) conduct of binding arbitration in the 
event of a labor impasse; 

(2) setting of ticket prices; 
(3) expansion and relocation of franchises; 
(4) financing of any stadium; 
(5) regulation of television revenues; 
(6) regulation of marketing and mer

chandising revenues; and 
(7) revenue sharing disputes among the 

owners of Major League Baseball. 
SEC. 15. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) HEARINGS AND MEETINGS.-The Commis
sion or, on authorization of the Commission, 
a panel of at least three members of the 
Commission, may hold such hearings, sit and 
act at such time and places, take such testi
mony, and receive such evidence, as the 
Commission considers appropriate. 

(b) OBTAINING DATA.-The Commission may 
secure directly from any Federal depart
ment, agency, or court information and as
sistance necessary to enable it to carry out 
this Act. Upon request of the Chairman of 
the Commission, the head of such agency or 
department shall furnish such information 
or assistance to the Commission. In addition, 
the Commission may request any relevant 
information from any appropriate parties 
with an interest in Major League Baseball. 

(c) SUBPOENA POWER.-
(1) ISSUANCE.-The Commission may issue 

subpoenas requiring the attendance and tes
timony of witnesses and the production of 
any evidence that relates to any matter 
under investigation by the Commission. The 
attendance of witnesses and the production 
of evidence may be required from any place 
within a judicial district at any designated 
place of hearing within the judicial district. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT.-lf a person issued a sub
poena under paragraph (1) refuses to obey 
the subpoena or is guilty of contumacy, any 
court of the United States within the judi
cial district within which the hearing is con
ducted or within the judicial district within 
which the person is found or resides or trans
acts business may (upon application by the 
Commission) order the person to appear be
fore the Commission to produce evidence or 
to give testimony relating to the matter 
under investigation. Any failure to obey the 
order of the court may be punished by the 
court as a contempt of the court. 

(3) MANNER OF SERVICE.-A subpoena of the 
Commission shall be served in the manner 
provided for subpoenas issued by a United 
States district court under the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure for the United States dis
trict courts. 

(4) PLACE OF SERVICE.-All process of any 
court to which application may be made 
under this section may be served in the judi
cial district in which the person required to 
be served resides or may be found. 

(d) FACILITIES AND SUPPORT SERVICES.
The Administrator of General Services shall 
provide to the Commission on a reimburs
able basis such facilities and support serv
ices as the Commission may request. Upon 
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request of the Commission, the head of a 
Federal department or agency may make 
any of the fac111ties and services of such 
agency available to the Commission to assist 
the Commission in carrying out its duties 
under this Act. 

(e) EXPENDITURES AND CONTRACTS.-The 
Commission or, on authorization of the Com
mission, a member of the Commission may 
make expenditures and enter into contracts 
for the procurement of such supplies, serv
ices, and property as the Commission or 
member considers appropriate for the pur
poses of carrying out the duties of the Com
mission. Such expenditures and contracts 
may be made only to such extent or in such 
amounts as are provided in appropriations 
Acts. 

(f) MAILS.-The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other Federal 
departments and agencies of the United 
States. 
SEC. 6. COMPENSATION OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) PAY.-Each member of the Commission 
shall be a full-time Federal employee and 
shall be paid at an annual rate of basic pay 
payable for level II of the Executive Sched
ule under section 5313 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) TRAVEL.-'-Members of the Commission 
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of their duties. 
SEC. 7. STAFF OF COMMISSION; EXPERTS AND 

CONSULTANTS. 
(a) STAFF.-
(1) APPOINTMENT.-The Chairman of the 

Commission may appoint and terminate no 
more than ten staff personnel to enable the 
Commission to perform its duties. 

(2) COMPENSATION.-The Chairman of the 
Commission may fix the compensation of 
personnel without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter II of chapter 53 of 
title 5, United States Code, relating to clas
sification of positions and General Schedule 
pay rates, except that the rate of pay may 
not exceed the rate payable for level V of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of 
such title. 

(b) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Com
mission may procure temporary and inter
mittent services of experts and consultants 
under section 3109(b) of title 5, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 8. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

No later than three years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Commission 
shall submit a report to the Congress on the 
need for continuing the antitrust exemption 
for Major League Baseball and the possible 
effects resulting from the elimination of 
such exemption. 
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated 
$1,500,000 to carry out this Act. 
SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect on the date of 
enactment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to applaud Senator DECONCINI for 
proposing legislation to deal with the 
horrible problems that result from the 
Major League Baseball 's exemption 
from our Nation's competition laws. As 
a consequence, today, baseball is not 
operating. Baseball games are not 
being played in the major lesion. Be
cause baseball functions as an unregu
lated cartel, fans throughout the coun
try have suffered as the season came to 
a crushing halt. 

Senator HATCH and I have introduced 
a bill that will limit baseball's exemp
tion from the competition laws. We 
hope for speedy passage of that bill, 
and we hope that it will convince the 
players to end their strike and manage
ment to sit down and negotiate, with
out imposing any one-sided conditions 
on the players. 

I prefer this free market solution, as 
opposed to regulation. 

However, I applaud my colleague for 
his effort to remedy the inequities in 
baseball, and I agree with him that we 
should not stand for an unregulated 
cartel. 

I hope to work with my friend from 
Arizona to combine our legislative ef
forts in the hopes of letting the season 
continue for the benefit of all fans. 

There is no secret about it that the 
situation that presently exists, where 
the owners are in a position to impose, 
on their own, conditions on the base
ball players, has brought baseball to 
this condition in this country. That is 
not what the fans want, not what the 
country wants, and I do not think it is 
good for baseball or for the country. I 
think perhaps Senators DECONCINI, 
HATCH, and I, and others, who have a 
strong interest in the subject will be 
able to move forward and bring our 
some legislative resolution of the 
issue. Hopefully, the parties them
selves will be able to resolve the issue 
and get baseball back on the field rath
er than in the U.S. Senate. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 1887 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
names of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. DORGAN], the Senator from 
California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], and 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1887, a 
bill to amend title 23, United States 
Code, to provide for the designation of 
the National Highway System, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2255 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2255, a bill to amend the Budget En
forcement Act of 1990 to establish a 
new budget point of order against any 
amendment, bill, or conference report 
that directs increased revenues from 
additional taxation of Social Security 
or Railroad Retirement benefits to a 
fund other than the Social Security 
trust fund or the Social Security 
Equivalent Benefit Account. 

s. 2257 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2257, a bill to amend the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act 
of 1965 to reauthorize economic devel
opment programs, and for other pur
poses. 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2257, supra. 

s. 2286 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2286, a bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to provide for the use of 
certain highway funds for improve
ments to railway-highway crossings. · 

s. 2330 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2330, a bill to amend title 38, Unit
ed States Code, to provide that 
undiagnosed illnesses constitute dis
eases for purposes of entitlement of 
veterans to disability compensation for 
service-connected diseases, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 214 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 214, 
a joint resolution designatil}g August 
9, 1994, as "Smokey Bear's 50th Anni
versary.'' 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 66 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of \ 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 66, a 
concurrent resolution to recognize and 
encourage the convening of a National 
Silver Haired Congress. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 73 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 73, a concurrent reso
lution expressing the sense of the Con
gress with respect to the announce
ment of the Japanese Food Agency 
that it does not intend to fulfill its 
commitment to purchase 75,000 metric 
tons of United States rice. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE HEALTH SECURITY ACT OF 
1994 

NICKLES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2563 

Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr. MOY
NIHAN, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. GORTON, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
LOTT, Mr. BURNS, Mr. EXON, Mr. MUR
KOWSKI, Mr. SMITH, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. WOFFORD, and Mr. 
COVERDELL) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2560 proposed by Mr. 
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MITCHELL to the bill (S. 2351) to 
achieve universal heal th insurance cov
erage, and for other purposes; as fol
lows: 

On page 145, strike lines 1 through 5. 

DASCHLE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2564 

Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. HAR
KIN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
REID, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. WOFFORD, and 
Mr. CAMPBELL) proposed an amend
ment to amendment No. 2560 proposed 
by Mr. MITCHELL to the bill s. 2351, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 112, line 6, insert " including resi
dents of rural areas" before the period. 

On page 215, line 10, strike "(c)" and insert 
"(d)". 

On page 215, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(C) TRANSFER OF DUTIES.-Effective Janu
ary 1, 1996, the functions, powers, duties, and 
authority that were carried out in accord
ance with Federal law by the Office of Rural 
Health Policy in the Department of Health 
and Human Services are transferred to the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Rural 
Health in the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

On page 612, line 24, insert before the pe
riod the following: " , at least one of whom 
resides in a rural area". 

On page 613, line 9, insert before the period 
the following: ". at least one of whom resides 
in a rural area". 

On page 647, strike lines 25 and 26, and in
sert the following: 

"For purposes of carrying out section 3341, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2001. " . 

On page 664, line 10, strike " or health pro
fessional shortage areas" and insert "area, 
health professional shortage area, or other 
rural underserved area (as designated by the 
Governor)". 

On page 651, between lines 9 and 10, add the 
following new paragraph: 

(3) SUBPART F.-For the purpose of provid
ing funds under subpart F, there are author
ized to be appropriated $10,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 1996 through 2000. 

On page 652, line 18, strike " and" . 
On page 652, between lines 18 and 19, insert 

the following new paragraph: 
"(7) rural health clinics, except that for

profit rural health clinics shall only be eligi
ble for direct loans and grants under subpart 
C; and" . 

On page 652, line 19, strike "(7)" and insert 
"(8)". 

On page 653, after line 23, add the following 
new subsection: 

(f) PURPOSES AND CONDITIONS.-Grants 
shall be made under this part for the pur
poses and subject to all of the conditions 
under which eligible entities otherwise re
ceive funding to provide health services to 
medically underserved populations under the 
Public Health Service Act. The Secretary 
shall prescribe comparable purposes and con
ditions for eligible entities not receiving 
funding under the Public Health Service Act, 
including conditions with respect to the 
availability of services in the area served (as 
provided for in section 330(e)(3)(A) of such 
Act), and conformance of fee and payment 
schedules with prevailing rates (as provided 
for ib. section 330(e)(3)(F) of such Act). With 
respect to federally qualified health centers, 
such comparable purposes and conditions 

shall include conditions concerning sliding 
fee scales under section 1128B(b)(3)(D) of the 
Social Security Act and waivers of 
deductibles under section 1833(d) of such Act. 

On page 672, line l, strike the subsection 
heading and insert "FEDERALLY QUALIFIED 
HEALTH CENTERS AND RURAL HEALTH CLINICS". 

On page 673, line 3, insert "and rural health 
clinics" after "Act)". 

On page 675, between lines 16 and 17, add 
the following new subpart: 

Subpart F-Rural-Based Managed Care 
Grants 

SEC. 3467. RURAL-BASED MANAGED CARE 
GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
award grants for the development and oper
ation of rural-based managed care networks 
that integrate the medicare population of 
the area served. 

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.-To be eligible to 
receive a grant under subsection (a), an ap
plicant organization shall-

(1) prepare and submit to the Secretary an 
application, at such time, in such manner 
and containing such information as the Sec
retary may require; 

(2) be based or provide services in rural or 
rural underserved areas; and 

(3) be currently operating or in the process 
of establishing a provider network serving 
the nonmedicare population . 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.-Funds provided under a 
grant under this section may be used-

(1) for the development and implementa
tion of rural-based managed care networks; 

(2) for data and information systems, in
cluding telecommunications; 

(3) for meeting solvency requirements for a 
risk-bearing entity under the medicare pro
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu
rity Act; 

(4) for the recruitment of health care pro
viders; or 

(5) for enabling services, including trans
portation and translation. 

(d) PRIORITY.-ln awarding grants under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall give pri
ority to-

(1) applicants that wlll use amounts re
ceived under the grant to develop and oper
ate rural-based managed care networks that 
would serve at least one rural underserved 
area; and 

(2) applicants that involve local residents 
and providers in the planning and develop
ment of the rural-based managed network. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section 
(1) RURAL AREA.-The term " rural area" 

means a rural area as described in section 
1886(d)(2)(D) of the Social Security Act. 

(2) UNDERSERVED RURAL AREA.-The term 
"underserved rural area" means a health 
professional shortage area under section 332 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
254e) or an area designated as underserved by 
the Governor of a State taking into ac
count-

(A) financial and geographic access to 
health plans by residents of such area; and 

(B) the availability, adequacy, and quality 
of qual1f1ed providers and health care facili
ties in such area. 

(f) STUDY.-The Secretary shall study dif
ferent risk-bearing approaches for rural 
managed care and payment methodologies 
that differ from or modify the medicare av
erage area per capita cost payment meth-
odology. . 

Beginning on page 675, strike line 24 and 
all that follows through line 4 on page 676, 
and insert the following: " priated $314,000,000 
for fiscal year 1996, $285,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997, $365,000,000 for fiscal year 1998, 

$382,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $386,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000, $91,500,000 for fiscal year 
2001, $53,350,000 for fiscal year 2002, $38,100,000 
for fiscal year 2003, and $38,100,000 for fiscal 
year 2004, of which $2,000,000 shall be made 
available in each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000 to carry out section 338L of the 
Public Health Service Act.". 

On page 676, line 10, strike "NURSES" and 
insert ''ADVANCED PRACTICE NURSES 
AND PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS''. 

On page 676, line 20, strike "nurse anes
thetists" and insert "nurse anesthetists or 
physician assistants". 

On page 676, lines 21 and 22, strike "nurse 
anesthetists" and insert "nurse anesthetists 
or physician assistants". 

On page 677, between lines 13 and 14, add 
the following new parts: 
PART 4-ANTITRUST SAFE HARBORS FOR 

RURAL HEALTH PROVIDERS 
SEC. 3491. ANTITRUST SAFE HARBORS FOR 

RURAL HEALTH PROVIDERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Attorney General, in 

consultation with the Commissioner of the 
Federal Trade Commission, shall clarify ex
isting and future policy guidelines, with re
spect to safe harbors, by providing additional 
1llustrative examples with respect to the 
conduct of activities relating to the provi
sion of health care services in rural areas. 

(b) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.-The 
Attorney General, in consultation with the 
Commissioner of the Federal Trade Commis
sion and the Assistant Secretary for Rural 
Health, shall develop methods for the dis
semination of the guidelines established 
under subsection (a) to rural health care pro
viders. 
PART 5-EMERGENCY MEDICAL SYSTEMS 

SEC. 3495. GRANTS TO STATES REGARDING AIR· 
CRAFT FOR TRANSPORTING RURAL 
VICTIMS OF MEDICAL EMER· 
GENCIES. 

Part E of title XII of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300d-51 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
'"SEC. 1252. GRANTS FOR SYSTEMS TO TRANS· 

PORT RURAL VICTIMS OF MEDICAL 
EMERGENCIES. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
make grants to States to assist such States 
in the creation or enhancement of air medi
cal transport systems that provide victims of 
medical emergencies in rural areas with ac
cess to treatments for the injuries or other 
conditions resulting from such emergencies. 

"(b) APPLICATION AND PLAN.-
"(l) APPLICATION.-To be eligible to receive 

a grant under subsection (a), a State shall 
prepare and submit to the Secretary an ap
plication in such form, made in such manner, 
and containing such agreements, assurances, 
and information, including a State plan as 
required in paragraph (2), as the Secretary 
determines to be necessary to carry out this 
section. 

"(2) STATE PLAN.-An application submit
ted under paragraph (1) shall contain a State 
plan that shall-

"(A) describe the intended uses of the 
grant proceeds and the geographic areas to 
be served; 

"(B) demonstrate that the geographic 
areas to be served, as described under sub
paragraph (A), are rural in nature; 

"(C) demonstrate that there is a lack of fa
cilities available and equipped to deliver ad
vanced levels of medical care in the geo
graphic areas to be served; 

"(D) demonstrate that in utilizing the 
grant proceeds for the establishment or en
hancement of air medical services the State 
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would be making a cost-effective improve
ment to existing ground-based or air emer
gency medical service systems; 

"(E) demonstrate that the State will not 
ut111ze the grant proceeds to duplicate the 
capab111ties of existing air medical systems 
that are effectively meeting the emergency 
medical needs of the populations they serve; 

"(F) demonstrate that in utilizing the 
grant proceeds the State is likely to achieve 
a reduction in the morbidity and mortality 
rates of the areas to be served, as determined 
by the Secretary; 

"(G) demonstrate that the State, in ut111z
ing the grant proceeds, will-

"(i) maintain the expenditures of the State 
for air and ground medical transport systems 
at a level equal to not less than the level of 
such expenditures maintained by the State 
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year 
for which the grant is received; and 

"(11) ensure that recipients of direct finan
cial assistance from the State under such 
grant will maintain expenditures of such re
cipients for such systems at a level at least 
equal to the level of such expenditures main
tained by such recipients for the fiscal year 
preceding the fiscal year for which the finan
cial assistance is received; 

"(H) demonstrate that persons experienced 
in the field of air medical service delivery 
were consulted in the preparation of the 
State plan; and 

"(!) contain such other information as the 
Secretary may determine appropriate. 

"(c) CONSIDERATIONS IN AWARDING 
GRANTS.-In determining whether to award a 
grant to a State under this section, the Sec
retary shall-

"(1) consider the rural nature of the areas 
to be serve.ct with the ·grant proceeds and the 
services to be provided with such proceeds, 
as identified in the State plan submitted 
under subsection (b); and 

"(2) give preference to States with State 
plans that demonstrate an effective integra
tion of the proposed air medical transport 
systems into a comprehensive network or 
plan for regional or statewide emergency 
medical service delivery. 

"(d) STATE ADMINISTRATION AND USE OF 
GRANT.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may not 
make a grant to a State under subsection (a) 
unless the State agrees that such grant will 
be administered by the State agency with 
principal responsibility for carrying out pro
grams regarding the provision of medical 
services to victims of medical emergencies 
or trauma. 

"(2) PERMITTED USES.-A State may use 
amounts received under a grant awarded 
under this section to award subgrants to 
public and private entities operating within 
the State. 

"(3) OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT.
The Secretary may not make a grant to a 
State under subsection (a) unless that State 
agrees that, in developing and carrying out 
the State plan under subsection (b)(2), the 
State will provide public notice with respect 
to the plan (including any revisions thereto) 
and facilitate comments from interested per
sons. 

"(e) NUMBER OF GRANTS.-The Secretary 
shall award grants under this section to not 
less than 7 States. 

"(f) REPORTS.-
"(l) REQUIREMENT.-A State that receives a 

grant under this section shall annually (dur
ing each year in which the grant proceeds 
are used) prepare and submit to the Sec
retary a report that shall contain-

"(A) a description of the manner in which 
the grant proceeds were utilized; 

"(B) a description of the effectiveness of 
the air medical transport programs assisted 
with grant proceeds; and 

"(C) such other information as the Sec
retary may require. 

"(2) TERMINATION OF FUNDINGS.-ln review
ing reports submitted under paragraph (1), if 
the Secretary determines that a State is not 
using amounts provided under a grant 
awarded under this section in accordance 
with the State plan submitted by the State 
under subsection (b), the Secretary may ter
minate the payment of amounts under such 
grant to the State until such time as the 
Secretary determines that the State comes 
into compliance with such plan. 

"(g) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term 'rural areas' means geographic 
areas that are located outside of standard 
metropolitan statistical areas, as identified 
by the Secretary. 

"(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
make grants under this section, $15,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995, and such sums as may be 
necessary for each for fiscal years 1996 and 
1997.". 

Beginning on page 718, strike line 23 and 
all that follows through line 5 on page 719, 
and insert the following new paragraph: 

"(8) with respect to the National Health 
Service Corps program referred to in section 
3471, $314,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, 
$285,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, $365,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1998, $382,000,000 for fiscal year 
1999, $386,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, 
$91,500,000 for fiscal year 2001, $53,350,000 for 
fiscal year 2002, $38,100,000 for fiscal year 
2003, and $38,100,000 for fiscal year 2004, of 
which $2,000,000 shall be made available in 
each of the fiscal years 1996 through 2000 to 
carry out section 338L of the Public Health 
Service Act;". 

On page 720, line 22, strike "; and" and in
sert a semicolon. 

On page 720, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

"(14) with respect to the development of 
rural telemedicine under section 3341, 
$15,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2001; and". 

On page 720, line 23, strike "(14)" and insert 
"(15)". 

On page 725, strike lines 7 through 11, and 
insert the following: 

"(6) in subsection (1), by striking para
graph (1) and inserting the following new 
paragraph: 

" '(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall use 
amounts made available under section 3471 of 
the Health Security Act to carry out this 
section in each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000.' ". 

On page 777, line 18, strike "and medical 
assistance facilities". 

On page 780, line 3, insert "In the case of 
payment under this subsection to medical 
assistance facilities, the lesser-of-cost-or 
charges provisions under subsection (j) are 
not applicable." after "services.". 

Beginning on page 808, strike line 16 and 
all that follows through page 809, line 4, and 
insert the following: 

(2) by inserting "described in paragraph (2) 
and services furnished by a physician assist
ant, nurse practitioner, or a clinical nurse 
specialist described in such paragraph that 
would by physicians' services 1f furnished by 
a physician" after "physicians' services", 

(3) by inserting "physician assistant, nurse 
practitioner, or a clinical nurse specialist" 
after "physician", 

(4) by striking "10 percent" and inserting 
"the applicable percent", and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A) The applicable percent referred to 
in paragraph (1) is---

"(i) in the case of physicians' services that 
are primary care services, a percent deter
mined by the Secretary that may not be less 
than 10 percent and may not exceed 20 per
cent, 

"(11) in the case of services furnished by a 
physician assistant, nurse practitioner, or a 
clinical nurse specialist described in such 
paragraph that would be physicians' services 
that are primary care services 1f a physician 
furnished the services, a percent to be deter
mined by the Secretary that is equal to the 
percent determined in clause (i) and deter
mined so that the total amount of such pay
ments under ·this clause and clause (i) is 
equal to the amount that would have been 
paid under clause (i) if the applicable percent 
for such clause was equal to 20 percent, and 

"(111) in the case of physicians' services 
other than primary care services furnished 
in a health professional shortage area lo
cated in a rural area (as defined in section 
1886(d)(2)(D)), 10 percent. 

On page 873, line 20, insert "urban and 
rural" after "representative of the". 

On page 874, line 1, insert ", at least one of 
whom resides in a rural area" before the first 
period. 

On page 874, line 4, insert ", at least one of 
whom resides in a rural area" before the first 
period. 

On page 1390, line 22, insert "and that at 
least one member of the Commission is a 
resident of a rural area" before the period at 
the end. 

GRASSLEY AMENDMENTS NOS. 
25~2567 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. GRASSLEY submitted three 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to amendment No. 2560 pro
posed by Mr. MITCHELL to the bill s. 
2351, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2565 
On page 263, between lines 15 and 16, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC •• LIMITATION ON FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT 

POSITIONS. 
Nothing in this Act, or an amendment 

made by this Act, shall be construed as per
mitting the total number of full-time equiv
alent positions in all agencies to exceed the 
limitations contained in section 5 of the Fed
eral Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2566 
On page 817, strike lines 14 through 24, and 

insert the following: 
(a) COVERAGE IN OUTPATIENT SETTINGS; DI

RECT PAYMENTS TO NURSE PRACTITIONERS.
(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 1861(s)(2)(K) (42 

U.S.C. 1395x(s)(2))K)) is amended-
(A) in clause (1)-
(1) by striking "or" at the end of subclause 

(II); and 
(11) by inserting "or (IV) in an outpatient 

setting as defined by the Secretary" follow
ing "shortage area,"; and 

(B) in clause (11)-
(1) by striking "in a skilled" and inserting 

"in(!) a skilled"; and 
(11) by inserting ", or (II) in an outpatient 

setting (as defined by the Secretary)," after 
"(as defined in section 1919(a))". 

(2) DIRECT PAYMENTS TO NURSE PRACTITION
ERS IN OUTPATIENT SETTINGS.-(A) Section 
1833(r)(l) (42 U.S.C. 1395Z(r)(l)) is amended by 
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inserting "or for services described in sec
tion 1861(s)(2)(K)(ii)(ll) (relating to nurse 
practitioner services in outpatient set
tings)," after "rural area),". 

(B) Section 1842(b)(6)(C) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(b)(6)(C)) is amended by striking 
"clauses (i), (11), or (iv)" and inserting 
"clauses (i), (11)(1), or (iv)". 

On page 820, line 4, strike "(a)(2)" and in
sert "(a)(l)(B)". 

AMENDMENT NO. 2567 
On page 1226, beginning with line 4, strike 

all through page 1227, line 13. 
On page 1227, line 14, strike "(B)" and in-

sert "(A)". · 
On page 1227, line 19, strike "(C)'' and in

sert "(B)". 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
want to speak and have it placed in the 
proper place in the RECORD-so it does 
not interfere with the debate on rural 
heal th care-a discussion of three 
amendments that I am going to offer 
later on in this bill's debate, and I 
want to send those amendments to the 
desk for file. 

I am going to offer these amend
ments at such time as the managers of 
the bill see fit. In the meantime I want 
to have them on record so people will 
know what I am thinking about doing. 
I do not want to play any games with 
anybody. There is no reason to keep 
these amendments secret. 

One of the amendments deals with 
one of the subject matters that is going 
to be involved with the Daschle amend
ment anyway. 

The first amendment would ensure 
that the effects of the Mitchell bill 
would not supersede the provisions of 
another law that was passed earlier 
this year, Public Law 103--226. That law 
established ceilings for the numbers of 
Federal workers over the next 6 years. 

Based on an amendment that Senator 
PmL GRAMM and I offered, the ceilings 
are set forth in the Federal Workforce 
Restructuring Act of 1994. Section 5 of 
the act is entitled "Reduction of Fed
eral Full-Time Equivalent Positions." 
The ceilings are set for fiscal year 1994 
through fiscal year 1999. 

The purpose of the amendment origi
nally offered by Senator GRAMM and 
myself was to put teeth in the adminis
tration's program to reinvent Govern
ment. I am a strong believer in the re
inventing Government program. I sup
port the efforts of the Vice President 
and have indicated that many times 
here on the floor. 

The Congress is also on record 
strongly supporting the program, be
cause the Senate voted 82 to 14 in sup
port of the Gramm-Grassley amend
ment. 

The amendment that I intend to offer 
to the Mitchell bill would preserve 
what Congress did earlier this year. It 
would say that the Mitchell bill would 
have to be consistent with section 5 of 
Public Law 103--226. In other words, the 
Mitchell bill could not add to the over
all full-time equivalents, or what we 
call FTE's, established in law. 

This amendment is relevant, I be
lieve. The short answer of why is that 
is there is a great fear on our side of 
the aisle that the Mitchell bill would 
lead to new, flourishing bureaucracies, 
even though the author denies this. So 
my amendment is a way to keep the 
author of the legislation consistent 
with what this Senate previously had 
done, not to increase the number of 
employees. If there are not going to be 
bureaucracies, there will not be bu
reaucracies. I want to make it clear 
that my intention is not to call into 
question the author's assertion. Rath
er, my intention is to ensure that the 
statutory ceilings are protected. 

As our side has analyzed the Mitchell 
bill, it would create 50 new Federal bu
reaucracies. They would include, 
among others, a National Health Bene
fit Board and a National Health Care 
Cost and Coverage Commission. It 
would also give hundreds of new powers 
to the Secretary of HHS as well as the 
Secretary of Labor. 

The point is that, if you have new bu
reaucracies, then new bureaucrats 
would have to do this new work. Pre
sumably, they could be shifted from 
elsewhere within the Federal work 
force. Such a zero-sum shift would be 
acceptable from the standpoint of pro
tection of the limits of employment 
under current law as long as the over
all totals established in the law are not 
breached. 

However, when I say acceptable, I 
want to make it clear I am talking 
about from the standpoint of protect
ing current law. I am not accepting the 
motion that all these bureaucracies are 
either wise or needed. 

The second amendment that I am 
filling is also a portion of the amend
ment that is before this body. It deals 
with the direct Medicare reimburse
ment to nurse practitioners providing 
services in outpatient settings. I first 
introduced this legislation in Novem
ber 1991. I was successful in adding this 
legislation to the Senate version of 
H.R. 11 in 1992, which was eventually 
vetoed by President Bush. 

I offered this amendment again in 
the Senate Finance Committee's ver
sion of OBRA fiscal year 1993. And I 
was successful in adding this legisla
tion to the Finance Committee's 
health reform bill. Senator MITCHELL 
has included this legislation in his bill. 
But it appears that some drafting er
rors make it necessary to refine it. I 
think that is what Senator DASCHLE is 
trying to accomplish, because it would 
not in original bill permit direct reim
bursement of these providers. The 
amendment I file separately would also 
deal with that issue. 

Finally, Mr. President, my third 
amendment that I want to present to 
the Senate for consideration over the 
next few days would do two things: It 
would strike what is a de facto em
ployer mandate on the self-employed 

as well as the resulting tax penalty for 
noncompliance. This is in section 7203 
of the Mitchell bill. 

Mr. President, I want to make sure 
my colleagues are made aware of my 
intentions to offer these amendments 
to the Mitchell bill, and I would urge 
their cooperation and support. 

As I indicated, Mr. President, I want 
these amendments placed or filed or 
sent to the desk merely for printing in 
the RECORD and for everybody's consid
eration over the next few days. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry Subcommittee on Agricul
tural Research Conservation, Forestry, 
and General Legislation and the House 
Agriculture Subcommittee on Environ
ment, Credit and Rural Development 
will hold a joint field hearing concern
ing the future of the Conservation Re
serve Program. The hearing will be 
held on Thursday, September 1, 1994, at 
9:30 a.m. in Aberdeen, SD, at the 
Ramkota Inn. Senator TOM DASCHLE 
will preside. 

For further information, please con
tact Tom Buis at 224-2321. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that an oversight 
hearing has been scheduled before the 
Subcommittee on Mineral Resources 
Development and Production. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs
day, September 22, 1994, beginning at 
9:30 a.m. in room SD-366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building in Washington, 
DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony on the question of im
migration in the Commonweal th of the 
Northern Mariana Islands. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, anyone 
wishing to submit a written statement 
is welcome to do so by sending two cop
ies to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate 
Building, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information regarding 
the hearing, please contact Dionne 
Thompson of the subcommittee staff at 
(202) 224-5925. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, August 17, 1994, at 2 
p.m., in room 226, Senate Dirksen Of
fice Building, to hold a hearing on the 
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nominations of William Bryson to be 
U.S. circuit judge for the Federal cir
cuit, Salvador Casellas to be U.S. dis
trict judge for the District of Puerto 
Rico, Daniel Dominguez to be U.S. dis
trict judge for the District of Puerto 
Rico, and Sarah Vance to be U.S. dis
trict judge for the Eastern District of 
Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HOMICIDES BY GUNSHOT IN NEW 
YORK CITY 

• Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to announce to my Senate col
leagues, as has been my custom each 
week during this session of the 103d 
Congress, that during the last week, 18 
people were killed by gunshot in New 
York City, bringing the 1994 total to 
621.• 

HEALTH SECURITY ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE]. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President. 

May I also acknowledge and thank 
for his courtesy the Senator from 
South Dakota, who is always a gen
tleman in all floor debate I have ever 
seen. I appreciate that. 

I often read comments from Idahoans 
here on the Senate floor, because they 
reflect down-to-earth common sense. 
This is such a case. I am going to share 
with you three quotes from Idahoans 
relating to this current health care de
bate: 

I do not believe that we have a crisis in the 
health care system. We have a good system, 
it just needs to be amended, says Missy 
Hunsucker of Boise. 

Dr. Andrew McRoberts of Pocatello 
says: 

What I fear now is they're going to rush 
something through with very little thought 
or planning and when it's done they're going 
to say, 'Oh, my God, what did we do' 

And Jim Guthrie, a small business 
owner in McCammon says, 

When you look at what the government is 
doing with some of the other things they've 
got their hand in, it's scary. I think some
thing needs to be done, but I don't think this 
is it. 

These are comments from hard-work
ing, thoughtful and practical Idahoans. 
Real people, not policy wonks or "in
side-the-beltway" analysts. These are 
the thoughts of the people whose lives 
will be impacted by the decisions we 
make in Congress. I hope we keep their 
comments in mind when we examine 
the whole question of health care re
form. 

The mail, faxes, and phone calls that 
come into my State offices and to my 
Washington office are almost unani
mous in opposition to government-run 
health care and the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill. These are not part of any orga
nized campaign, they are honest com
ments from concerned Americans. 

There is no dispute that our coun
try's health care system is the best in 
the world. Americans enjoy the best 
physicians, the best hospitals, and the 
best research facilities. There are 
changes that need to be made, but not 
a complete overhaul in our health care 
delivery system. 

Is the Clinton-Mitchell plan, all 14-
hundred-plus pages, the way to go? I do 
not think so. Veteran Senators tell me 
this is one of the most complex pieces 
of legislation they have ever seen. And 
what compounds the problem is the 
fact that we are now working on the 
third version of the bill-a bill that has 
not had the benefit of a complete com
mittee markup and review, and a bill 
that frankly, not many people totally 
understand. The non-partisan Congres
sional Budget Office says this bill will 
cost more than $1.l trillion over 8 
years. In 1998 alone, it would cost near
ly $104 billion, making it the third 
largest program in the budget. 

My personal preference is to have 
Congress do what Idahoans tell me 
they would do: Implement local inno
vations and ideas, reform elements of 
the system, and let the private sector 
work. 

When I first looked at the Clinton
Mi tchell bill, one of the first phrases I 
saw was, "A participating State shall." 
A version of that phrase is repeated at 
least 85 times in the bill. What does 
that mean? Does it mean a State can 
opt out of the program? Far from it. 

Under the Clinton-Mitchell bill, 
States would have to choose one of 
three options: Comply with the bill en
tirely, including the mountains of new 
rules and regulations; become a single
payer socialized medicine State; or let 
the Federal Government totally con
trol health care in the State. None of 
these are attractive options. 

State governments should not be 
forced to comply with the overly re
strictive nature of this bill when they 
are doing a lot on their own, right 
now-and without Federal interven
tion. 

The State of Idaho is not immune to 
the problems in health care. While Ida
hoans pay less for care than others, 
costs are going up and there are not 
enough doctors. That is making .health 
care more difficult to get than in the 
past. Mr. President, 84 percent of Ida
hoans have health care coverage, but 
there are still more than 100,000 with
out coverage. Of those with coverage, 
15 percent still do not have access to a 
primary care physician. That is be
cause in a State with a large land mass 
and a small population, doctors tend to 

live in population centers, not in small, 
remote towns. 

The Clinton-Mitchell bill makes pro
visions for rural communities. But that 
does not go far enough to meet the 
needs of a lot of towns in Idaho. 

There are communities like Warren 
or Atlanta, ID-I could name dozens-
that have no doctors or health care fa
cilities. They are truly western fron
tier towns. They may be 25 miles or 100 
miles from the nearest doctor, often 
isolated in the mountains and acces
sible by, at best, a gravel road. In the 
winter, they are lucky if that road is 
even plowed. They do not fit within the 
definitions of the Clinton-Mitchell 
health care bill for rural communities. 
We need to acknowledge these towns 
and their conditions and make allow
ances for them. 

How important is a hospital to small 
town Idaho? It is often the difference 
between life and death, and is critical 
if there is an accident or sudden ill
ness. Larry Lee, chief financial officer 
at Harms Memorial Hospital in Amer
ican Falls is scared of the Clinton
Mitchell plan. He says isolated hos
pitals without cost efficiencies found 
in more urban areas are at risk. He 
says his greatest fear is that, "this 
small hospital will cease to exist-ev
erything will be centered around the 
large hospitals with no consideration 
given to distance. Everything will be 
based on cost." In Emmett, a farming 
community northwest of Boise, the 
emergency room at Walter Knox Hos
pital treated 4,292 patients last year. 
That is roughly equal to the population 
of the town, and about one-third of the 
total number of pe.ople living in the en
tire county. The community can ill af
ford to lose its immediate care. There 
are other advantages of a hometown 
hospital beyond the medical needs of 
the community. An economic impact 
report presented to the local officials 
found that the hospital attracted three 
physicians to the valley, employs 92 
people, and contributes more than $2 
million annually to the economy. The 
report also stressed the importance of 
indirect revenues from related medical 
and service industries. So you can see 
that if small towns like Emmett, ID, 
lose their hospitals, they lose much 
more than health care-their economic 
health is also jeopardized. I do not 
want any part of a plan that causes 
rural hospitals and doctors to close 
their doors and abandon small towns. I 
doubt very much whether my col
leagues do either. 

Will the farmer in Idaho benefit from 
the Clinton-Mitchell plan? I mentioned 
that Idaho does not have enough health 
care providers. While the Clinton
Mi tchell bill contains funding for out
reach into rural underserved areas, it 
also creates disincentives to practice 
there. One example of such a disincen
tive may be the 25-percent tax for non
competitive areas. The tax on so-called 
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high cost plans is to be paid, partially, 
by physicians. 

Rural doctors already face low reim
bursement rates-the additional bur
den may force some into more urban 
areas where there is a larger patient 
base and reimbursements are higher. 

The 25-percent premium tax on high
cost plans is such a disincentive. My 
staff has prepared an analysis. This is 
how it works. 

Your insurance policy will be taxed if 
your WAP is greater than the WARP. 
That is, if your Weighted Average Pre
mium is greater than the Weighted Av
erage Reference Premium. This is from 
the Clinton-Mitchell bill. The WARP is 
figured out this way: You take the 
total of all U.S. health care payments 
and subtract from that the Medicare 
beneficiaries, Supplemental Security 
Income recipients, worker's compensa
tion, automobile or other liability in
surance. To that amount you add the 
projected expenditures for under
insured and uninsured people and in
crease that amount by the estimated 
percentage reflecting the proportion of 
premiums required for administration 
and State premium taxes. Decrease 
that amount by a percentage that re
flects the estimated average percent
age to total amount payable for items 
and services covered under the stand
ard benefits package that will be pay
ments in the form of cost sharing 
under a certified standard benefit plan 
with a high-cost option. Then, divide 
that amount by your community rat
ing area difference-which is actually 
the percentage of difference in health 
care expenditures, in rates of 
uninsurance and underinsurance and in 
the proportion of expenditures for serv
ices provided by academic health cen
ters. 

Sound simple? Not at all . 
It will require an army of Washing

ton bureaucrats to figure all this out, 
and this is just one small section of the 
Mitchell bill. The bill is a jobs bill for 
bureaucrats. 

There are other complexities of this 
provision. The fact that you will not 
know when you buy insurance if your 
policy is going to be taxed. The fact 
that your doctor · might very well be 
getting a bill for half of the tax at the 
end of the year. We all know who ends 
up paying this tax. Individuals and 
small businesses. 

Is it so important that we enact this 
type of legislation and cause such dis
ruption in the lives of many Ameri
cans? Isn' t there a better way to im
prove health care? I think there is, and 
it is being done by the States and pri
vate sector already. 

The Idaho legislature adopted health 
care reforms the last two sessions. 

These are State, not Federal solu
tions. 

Idaho has enacted legislation which 
guarantees access to health insurance, 
regardless of preexisting conditions or 
current health status. 

At the same time, the legislature cre
ated true portability of insurance by 
allowing the insured to transfer cov
erage from one plan to another without 
a loss of coverage. 

Administrative simplification was 
next on the list. Idaho now requires in
surance companies to use a uniform 
claim form to reduce administrative 
costs and simplify the insurance proc
ess for the patient, the doctor, and the 
insurance companies. 

Finally, the lawmakers took a step 
toward increasing the affordability of 
insurance by establishing Medical Sav
ings Accounts. Contributions to these 
accounts are tax deductible from State 
income tax and may be used tax-free 
for medical expenses. 

Idaho State Senator Dean Cameron 
says lawmakers recognized the need to 
do something, and he added, "We've ac
complished everything they (the Fed
eral Government) are trying to accom
plish. ' ' 

The private sector has also acted on 
its own. Moscow, Idaho, and Pullman, 
WA, are towns only 8 miles apart. They 
face a rural heal th care deli very prob
l em, and they are doing something 
about it. Pullman Memorial Hospital 
and Gritman Medical Center have 
formed an alliance to keep costs down, 
improve care, and keep doctors and 
services available to the Palouse re
gion. 

The physician hospital organization, 
called a PHO, is voluntary-not man
dated. Gritman's administrator, Robert 
Colvin, says, "We think we're doing 
this ahead of the curve, before it's do 
or die. " This arrangement should be 
able to reduce costs and improve serv
ice by reducing the amount of dupli
cated services. Again, this is something 
these two comm uni ties, their hos
pitals, and doctors decided to do. The 
Federal Government did not tell them 
to do it. 

I might add with no small amount of 
pride that I was an orderly at Gritman 
Medical Center when I was a student at 
the University of Idaho. 

Because of the actions taken by the 
Idaho legislature, and innovations by 
private-sector heal th care . providers, 
heal th care insurance and coverage in 
the State will be more affordable and 
accessible to many people. This was 
done without increasing taxes or more 
bureaucracy. The U.S. Congress could 
learn a lot from the Idaho State legis
lature. 

Instead, the Senate is now debating a 
piece of legislation which will increase 
our taxes and dramatically increase 
the health care bureaucracy. Early re
ports indicate the Clinton-Mitchell bill 
will impose 17 new taxes and create 25 
new bureaucratic regimes. 

Over 90 percent of all employers in 
Idaho are small businesses. They em
ploy almost two-thirds of the State's 
workers. People who currently receive 
their insurance through their em-

ployer, a small business, would be 
forced to change their current health 
plan. The business would be required to 
purchase a plan through the proposed 
Heal th Insurance Purchasing Coopera
tive, and the plan would have to pro
vide the standard benefits package. 
Even if the worker preferred the old 
plan, he or she could easily be stuck 
paying for a plan that contains 
unneeded i terns or does not provide 
benefits that fit the worker. 

Employees would suffer, and so would 
employers. Businesses would be nega
tively impacted by the Clinton-Mitch
ell plan. We are all aware of the serious 
impact the so called employer man
dates will have on small business. 
Under this bill, there is little doubt 
that the mandate would likely be en
acted. Willard Wood was in the res
taurant business in Idaho for 58 years 
before retiring. He's managed both 
large and small restaurants, and he 
says employer mandates could be le
thal to mom-and-pop businesses. "If 
heal th care reform goes through and 
the employer has to pay for all the em
ployees, it will mean the loss of thou
sands of small businesses. I am talking 
about where the owners are working 
long hours just to make a living. " 
After 58 years in business, I think Mr. 
Wood could be considered an expert in 
the field . 

Chris Nye, who manages a business in 
Pocatello, says if employer mandates 
are forced onto his business, he will 
have to change his hiring practices be
cause he won't be able to hire part
time help. 

With examples like that, I can fore
see where this bill will only serve to in
crease welfare rolls and lengthen un
employment lines because this health 
care bill will put people out of work. 

Even before the mandates kick in, 
this bill is bad for a number of busi
nesses-the small companies that have 
chosen to self-insure. They have taken 
the time and often the investment to 
carefully study their insurance needs 
and options and have decided that self
insuring provides them with the most 
efficient and most cost-effective way of 
providing coverage for their employees. 
Under the Clinton-Mitchell proposal , 
this would no longer be an option. The 
businesses would either have to buy in
surance through those purchasing co
operatives I mentioned earlier or not 
provide insurance for their workers. I 
doubt we want to create a situation 
where a company is discouraged from 
providing coverage for its employees. 

So how do we help small businesses 
across this country? What areas of re
form are important to address right 
now? 

There are insurance market reforms, 
providing portability, so a person can 
take insurance with them even be
tween jobs. 

Such reforms would also do away 
with limitations on insurance caused 
by preexisting conditions. 
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Antitrust reform is needed to allow 

hospitals and doctors to communicate 
and cooperate to provide the best care 
for a community. 

St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Cen
ter and St. Luke's Regional Medical 
Center in Boise are only about 3 miles 
apart. Boiseans are truly fortunate to 
have two such fine facilities in their 
community. There have been times 
when people in Boise have wondered 
why each hospital provides the same 
specialized treatment or service. Would 
it not make sense to combine efforts? 
Normally, yes. But current antitrust 
laws make cooperation difficult. How
ever, the hospitals have decided to 
push the edge of those laws and have 
combined their diabetes treatment cen
ters. In doing so, the hospitals decided 
that several factors are more impor
tant than possibly risking violation of 
antitrust. 

Both hospitals have diabetes centers. 
Both centers lose money or barely 
break even. So instead of passing the 
losses on to their patients in the cost 
of other services, the hospitals have 
combined efforts to improve deli very 
and cut costs. In the end, the commu
nity wins with a better quality of serv
ice in a facility that does not run the 
risk of closing down because it is losing 
money. It is a small step with two 
small programs; but could lead to 
more. Administrators at both hospitals 
say it could mark the beginning of 
more cooperative efforts. But they are 
nervous that the cooperation could run 
afoul of antitrust provisions. Enact
ment of antitrust reforms could re
move the hurdles and provide incentive 
for the two hospitals to work together, 
not against each other, for the good of 
the community. Antitrust reform is 
not included in the Clinton-Mitchell 
bill. 

One hundred-percent deductibility of 
health care premiums would give farm
ers, ranchers, and small business own
ers the same kind of advantages large 
corporations get. If you want to help 
rural and frontier areas, this would go 
a long way. 

Congress should enact medical mal
practice insurance reform. Bob 
Seeheusen, executive director of the 
Idaho Medical Association, says the 
current Clinton-Mitchell bill would 
preempt State laws on medical mal
practice. In Idaho's case, he says this 
would undo what the State has already 
accomplished, and would likely push 
malpractice premiums up in price. It is 
unfortunate that even hospital equip
ment manufacturers need to buy mal
practice insurance. Hospital adminis
trators tell me that is what increases 
the cost of equipment, and the cost of 
care. If a hospital or doctor has to pay 
more for equipment, the cost is passed 
to the patient. 

We need to enact anti-fraud and 
abuse control provisions; and adminis-

trative simplification. Nurses spend 
too much time filling out forms, taking 
away from the time they would like to 
spend with the patients. 

I introduced a health care reform bill 
earlier this year that contained these 
reforms. I do not claim total author
ship of the measure-I was able to take 
these items that are common to a vari
ety of health care bills that had been 
introduced, and put them in one bill. I 
believed then, and I believe now, that 
there are reforms that most of us agree 
on and put in one bill and enact imme
diately and begin the reform of health 
care in America. Those should be put 
in a bill and enacted now so we can get 
started on the real reform Americans 
want. 

Finally, it seems appropriate to re
mind everyone of the old adage, "Haste 
makes waste." It may seem trite, but 
it fits. With issues as detailed and com
plex as health care, it is vital that we 
not proceed too rapidly. We should not 
pass any piece of health-related legisla
tion until we are sure we fully under
stand the consequences of our actions. 
Otherwise, we may find that we create 
more problems than we solve. 

Larry Lee at Harms Memorial Hos
pital in American Falls has an inter
esting suggestion. He believes that be
fore Congress jumps into something 
that is unproven, we should authorize 
pilot programs and test these theories. 
He says the heal th care reform propos
als should go through the same kind of 
scrutiny, testing, retesting, and sam
pling that drugs undergo by the Food 
and Drug Administration. 

There are many aspects of heal th 
care reform that I have not talked 
about today. They will be discussed by 
my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle. But I look forward to that ex
change. Only through extensive and 
thorough debate of the issues will we 
be able to unravel all the questions fac
ing us, and only then will we hope to be 
able to pass legislation that Americans 
say they want and need. 

The Clinton-Mitchell bill is not the 
right prescription for Idaho. Health 
care is too important an issue to pur
sue in this manner. 

We would be wise to follow the advice 
of Missy Hunsacker, Dr. Andrew 
McRoberts, and Jim Guthrie when they 
say Congress should not move toward a 
hasty, big-government solution to our 
Nation's health care. 

Mr. President, that completes my re
marks. I thank you for your courtesy 
and the courtesy of all who have re
mained here this evening. I yield the 
floor. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 

stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m., Thurs
day, August 18; that when the Senate 
reconvenes on that day, the Journal of 
proceedings be deemed to have been ap
proved to date, the call of the calendar 
be waived, and no motions or resolu
tions over under the rule; that the 
morning hour be deemed to have ex
pired; that the time for the two leaders 
be reserved for their use later in the 
day; that there then be a period for 
morning business, not to extend be
yond 10 a.m., with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for up to 5 minutes, 
with Senator HATCH recognized to 
speak for up to 10 minutes; and that at 
10 o'clock, the Senate resume consider
ation of S. 2351, the Health Security 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW 
AT 9:30 A.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate now 
stands adjourned until 9:30 a.m., Thurs
day, August 18. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 9:29 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, August 18, 
1994, at 9:30 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate August 17, 1994: 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

RICARDO MARTINEZ, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE ADMINIS
TRATOR OF THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY 
ADMINISTRATION. 

DHARMENDRA K. SHARMA, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AD
MINISTRATOR OF THE RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PRO
GRAMS ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR
TATION. 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 

HAROLD JENNINGS CREEL, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A 
FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSIONER FOR THE TERM EX
PIRING JUNE 30, 1999. 

DELMOND J .H. WON, OF HAWAII, TO BE A FEDERAL 
MARITIME COMMISSIONER FOR THE TERM EXPIRING 
JUNE 30, 1997. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES ' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMI'ITEE OF THE SENATE. 

THE JUDICIARY 

ALEXANDER WILLIAMS, JR., OF MARYLAND, TO BE U.S . 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

CHARLES REDDING PI'IT, OF ALABAMA, TO BE U.S . AT
TORNEY FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF ALABAMA FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

LARRY REED MATTOX. OF VffiGINIA, TO BE U.S . MAR
SHAL FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

WALTER BAKER EDMISTEN, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO 
BE U.S . MARSHAL FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
NORTH CAROLINA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

THOMAS JOSEPH MARONEY, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S. 
A'ITORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

COAST GUARD 

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROGER K. 
WIEBUSCH, AND ENDING ROBERT W. MONTFORT. CSEE EX
ECUTIVE JOURNAL PROCEEDINGS OF MAY 17. 1994, FOR 
COMPLETE LIST.) 

COAST GUARD NOMINATION OF KAY L . HICKMAN. 
COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MARK L . EV

ERETT, AND ENDING EUILL W. LONG III . (SEE EXECUTIVE 
JOURNAL PROCEEDINGS OF JULY 27, 1994, FOR COMPLETE 
LIST.> 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Open our eyes, 0 God, so that our 
sight will be raised and our vision in
creased; open our minds so we will 
fathom the complexities of daily life; 
open our hearts so we will be touched 
by wisdom aud courage; open our hands 
so we will do the works of justice and 
mercy. Breath into us such a faith, 0 
God, that our spirits will be knit to
gether in Your spirit and we will so 
gain that peace that passes all human 
understanding. In Your name, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 
on agreeing to the Speaker's approval 
of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5 
of rule I, further proceedings on this 
question are postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] will please come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. DURBIN led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

VETS SERVICE-CONNECTED 
DISABILITIES ENTITLEMENTS 

(Mr. COOPER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks). 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
to get Federal spending under control 
and balance the Federal budget. Some
times that means we must make 
across-the-board cuts in Federal spend
ing; nearly every Government program 
must be examined in order for us to put 
our economic house in order. 

But as we make these cuts, one pro
gram needs special protection, the 
health benefits we provide for veterans 
who have service-connected disabil
ities. 

Health benefits for these brave veter
ans are essential. When we recruited 
the soldiers, we promised them good 
health care for life, and that is a prom
ise we cannot break. That is why in our 
bipartisan health bill we put in S4 bil
lion, exactly the amount the Veterans' 
Affairs requested to help our veterans. 

Our men and women of the armed 
services risked their lives for this Na
tion. We made a pledge to take care of 
them. This is a pact that we must 
keep. I urge my colleagues to consider 
and respect the interests of these vet
erans as we attempt to reform health 
care and put our own economic house 
in order. 

THE CLINTONS' PERSONAL 
ATTACKS ARE BELOW THE BELT 
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
am personally offended by the First 
Couple's remarks on the crime bill over 
the past few days. 

First, on Thursday night, the Presi
dent suggested that I and my col
leagues who voted against the rule did 
so to put our own political interests 
ahead of the Nation's security. Then on 
Sunday, he implied that we voted 
against the will of God. Finally, on 
Monday, the First Lady said that we 
"don't seem to care that our children 
don't feel safe in school." 

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. 
Every Member of this body-regardless 
of party-regardless of their vote on 
the rule-cares deeply about the per
sonal safety of their constituents. 

It is out of line and just plain wrong 
for the First Couple to suggest other
wise. 

This is not a debate about motives, it 
is a debate about policy. Let us talk 
about using some of that pork money 
to put more cops on the street. Let us 
talk about strengthening the sexual 
predator provisions. Let us talk about 

getting rid of the provisions which 
would release thousands of drug dealers 
from prison. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to lift this de
bate to an honest level. We owe it to 
the American public. But we cannot 
unless the President and First Lady 
stop hitting below the belt. 

CRIME BILL SILENCES THE 
DEAFENING DRUMBEAT OF CRIME 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAU~O. Mr. Speaker, last 
week we had the opportunity to act on 
the most sweeping anticrime measure 
ever to come before the Congress. We 
had the opportunity to begin to silence 
the deafening drumbeat of crime: Vio
lence in our homes, drugs in our 
schools, gunfire in our streets. 

The Congress failed when it listened 
to the NRA rather than the country. 
Congress failed to give the American 
people the "three strikes and you're 
out" provision that puts violent repeat 
off enders behind bars for good. 

Congress let down our families when 
it failed to put 100,000 more cops on the 
beat and increase safety in our neigh
borhoods. 

Congress failed law enforcement 
when it failed to ban dangerous assault 
weapons, the weapon of choice of gang 
leaders, drug dealers, and cop killers, 
and it let down our children when the 
opposition used its procedural position 
to block investing in smart prevention 
programs that help them to steer clear 
of crime and drugs. 

Our families and our communities 
need our help, and last week our insti
tutions failed them. 

Congress this week must take a dif
ferent course; vote "yes" on the rule 
and "yes" on the crime bill. 

NO CHOICE SHOULD HA VE NO 
CHANCE 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
the Clinton no-choice health care plan 
would be the no-chance heal th care 
plan if the White House and Congress 
just listened to the American people. 

The problem is the Democrats are 
not listening, they are preaching-tell
ing America that big government, Big 
Brother knows what is best. 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Well, America is not buying the plan, 

which is why its public approval rating 
continues to sink southward. 

With this lack of support, it is no 
wonder that the President wants to 
give America a lack of choice in choos
ing his plan. 

In the marketplace of medical care, 
President Clinton wants to establish a 
monopoly. 

Imagine going to the grocery store, 
the car lot, or airport, and just finding 
one brand, one make of car, or just one 
airline. 

That is what you will find when you 
go to the hospital, the doctor, or the 
pharmacy if President Clinton gets his 
way. 

Americans, remember, if you choose 
the Clinton health plan it may be the 
last choice in health care you will ever 
make. · 

PREVENTING FRAUD IN THE 
EARNED INCOME CREDIT 

(Mr. LEHMAN asked and was given 
permission to a,.ddress the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to draw the attention of the House to 
R.R. 4225, a bill that I introduced to 
eliminate fraud in the earned income 
credit for low-income working Ameri
cans. 

The earned income credit [EIC] was 
established to increase the amount of 
income which low-income workers 
keep after ta~rns. However, there is 
ample evidence that EIC is being 
abused when filers provide incomplete 
or erroneous information to receive the 
credit. 

While studies have shown that the 
earned income credit is an effective 
means of boosting low-income earners 
who work, they have also shown that 
nearly 1 in 3 of the 12.6 miUion families 
who received the EIC in 1990 were not 
eligible for it. As the EIC's cost nearly 
doubles to $25 billion in 1998, we must 
be sure that only eligible workers are 
receiving this tax break. 

Specifically, this legislation requires 
the IRS to verify the taxpayer and de
pendent identification number before 
they can receive the credit-no num
ber, no credit. A recent cost estimate 
by the IRS and OMB determined that 
this commonsense fraud-detection con
tained in the bill would save an aver
age of 7.8 billion dollars. We cannot 
stand idly by while a flawed program 
continues to sap public funds. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to cosponsor and support this 
timely legislation. 

TRIBUTE TO A GREAT LEADER: 
CECIL PARTEE 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam Speaker, Illi
nois and the Nation lost a great leader 
yesterday, Cecil Partee, the Illinois 

794>59 0-97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 16) 39 

Senate's first black president, died in 
Chicago. 

As the first African-American in Illi
nois' history to preside over a chamber 
of the State legislature, he was truly a 
pioneer. Cecil Partee's life story traces 
the progress we have made in race rela
tions in America. Cecil Partee was 
born in Arkansas in 1921, the son of a 
teacher. He was a brilliant student in 
high school and college. When he grad
uated from college, he applied for ad
mission to the University of Arkansas 
Law School. He passed the admission 
test, but that law school was all white, 
so the State of Arkansas told Cecil 
Partee that they would pay his tuition 
for any law school he could be admit
ted to outside of the State of Arkansas. 
It turned out that he was admitted to 
Northwestern University Law School 
in Chicago. Arkansas' loss was Illinois' 
gain. 

Our message to the President and the 
congressional leadership is simple. Let 
us stop dilly-dallying, cut the pork, put 
real teeth in this bill by really crack
ing down on criminal thugs, and let us 
pass a crime bill that protects Amer
ican families instead of creating jobs 
for Government bureaucrats. 

ROUND-THE-CLOCK NEGOTIATIONS 
AND BAKED BEANS CAN RE
SOLVE THE BASEBALL STRIKE 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, 
baseball is treated like a game, but 
base ball is a business, and in business 
there are strikes. In baseball there is a 
strike, and it is job action just like any 
other strike, pure and simple, and 

o 1010 there is only one key method to really 
Cecil Partee graduated from North- resolving this strike, and that is face 

western Law School and was admitted to face, round-the-clock, continuous 
to the bar in Illinois. He served five negotiations with an objective third
times in the Illinois House, and then party mediator. I recommend that. 
served in the Illinois Senate, and was I further recommend that the medi
president of the State Senate for two ator put them in a small room, shut 
terms. During that time Cecil Partee the doors and the windows, turn off the 
sponsored fair employment legislation, air conditioner, and give them a big 
open housing consumer rights legisla- meal of baked beans, fried cheese
tion. He was the first black in Illinois think about it-hard boiled eggs, choc
running for attorney general in 1976. olate kisses, and in about 8 hours they 

Cecil Partee was my friend and my will be pleading and shouting, "Play 
boss. I count myself fortunate to have . ball." It is time for them to sit down, 
learned the craft of politics at his side, Madam Speaker, and I think that rec
and, equally important, to have 
learned that there is real happiness to ommendation should be heard by all 
be found in fighting the good political the interested people in America that 
fight. follow baseball. 

Cecil Partee is survived by his wife, 
Paris, granddaughters, and family. We 
join today in celebrating his life and 
mourning his loss. 

STUFFING THE CRIME BILL WITH 
PORK 

(Mr. GOODLATTE .asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, 
like Santa Claus stuffing a stocking on 
Christmas eve, President Clinton and 
the Democrat leadership stuffed the 
crime bill with pork. 

The result: a crime bill with over $9 
billion in social welfare spending. For 
example, $270 million for social work
ers, guidance counselors, administra
tors, et cetera, to design social pro
grams; $630 million for arts, crafts, and 
music activities; $5 million for youth 
anticrime councils to, and I am not 
kidding, sit around and talk about 
crime. 

Some estimates are that for every 
police officer this bill funds, it also 
funds two new social workers. That is 
not crime fighting. That is more Wash
ington., DC, politics as usual. 

YOUNG AND HEALTHY NEED 
HEALTH CARE REFORM, TOO 

(Ms. SHEPHERD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Madam Speaker, $1 
million. That is what one young family 
in my district owes for the care of their 
daughter. Ken and his wife were young 
and healthy and figured they had no 
need for health insurance. One of their 
two children was born with a problem 
with her heart and one of her hands. 
The cost of caring for this child has put 
this young family $1 million in debt. 

Fortunately, the State of Utah is 
helping them pay this bill. What that 
means of course is that we are all pay
ing the bill. The freedom to not pur
·chase insurance is a free ride at the 
taxpayers expense that our Nation can 
no longer afford. 

GUESS WHOSE BILL? 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 
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Mr. SCHUMER. Madam Speaker, we 

are now getting to the 11th hour on the 
crime bill, and there is lots of talk of 
compromise and other things in the 
air, and that is good as long as the 
President's four immutable principles 
stay strong, but one thing we have 
talked about is the prevention pro
grams, and all of a sudden many from 
the other side, many from the other 
party, have done an about-face. We 
know that there were more prevention 
programs in the bill that passed the 
House in April which 65 Republicans 
voted for than there are today, and let 
me give my colleagues some of the pro
grams that have come in for criticism 
and play a little game show: Guess 
Whose Bill? 

Olympic youth centers, 125 million 
for, quote, sporting and recreational 
equipment, meals, first aid, nutrition 
guidance; July 1994 Republican Senate 
crime proposal. 

Child centered activities, 400 million 
for supervised sports programs, work 
force preparation, horror of horrors, 
tutoring and mentoring programs 
which may involve social workers; July 
1994, Republican Senate crime pro
posal. 

Juvenile drug trafficking, boys and 
girls clubs, all in the Republican Sen
ate proposal that now so many on this 
side seek to oppose. 

HONORING ALFREDO CRISTIAN!, 
EL SALVADOR'S FORMER PRESI
DENT 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker, I 
rise to honor El Salvador's former 
President, Alfredo Cristiani. 

As an active participant in the demo
cratic efforts of many Latin American 
nations, I had the unique opportunity 
to meet and forge a great friendship 
with one important political figure, 
Mr. Alfredo Cristiani. 

As we witnessed, El Salvador's 12-
year civil war left the country in sham
bles. However, it was the strong leader
ship and guidance coupled with the 
courage demonstrated by Mr. Cristiani 
that rescued the country. The political, 
economic, and social progress that has 
taken place in El Salvador over the 
last 5 years is tremendous. Mr. 
Cristiani instituted land reform, elec
toral reform, and fostered free-market 
enterprise. But, it was the remarkable 
reconciliation between military and 
political rivals through the Mexico 
Peace Accords that brought harmony 
to El Salvador. Even in the midst of 
threats on his life, Mr. Cristiani helped 
to bring peace to a war-torn country. 

Mr. Cristiani ended his term of office 
on June 1, 1994, with a peaceful transi
tion of power~ Although he will be 
missed, he will not be forgotten. His 

achievements are a part of history. 
Please do not let this man's endeavors 
to restore democracy to El Salvador go 
unnoticed. Join me and Representative 
LEE HAMILTON in cosponsoring legisla
tion commemorating Alfredo Cristiani 
and honoring his role in rebuilding El 
Salvador. 

PLAY BALL 
(Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Major league ball 
players, big league owners, play ball. 

MEXICO RAID 
(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, last 
year when this House voted on NAFTA, 
we were told trade would bring democ
racy in Mexico's one-party State. So, 
we are all watching very closely the 
Presidential elections that are to occur 
in Mexico this Sunday, August 21. 
Quite frankly, the news leading up to 
the election does not bode well for a 
fair and peaceful outcome. The Catho
lic News Service reported recently: 

Mexican Jesuits say a raid by heavily 
armed men on a recent house run by the 
order near the Pacific resort of Acapulco 
may have been in retaliation for the order's 
efforts to train poll watchers for the upcom
ing August 21 elections. On July 15, "six 
heavily armed men" broke into the Jesuits' 
De Colores retreat house in the town of 
Guerrero state, at around 8 a.m., cutting 
electrical lines and ransacking the premises. 
The assailants have been reported to be 
Guerrero State and Judicial Police agents. 

Madam Speaker, free trade cannot 
benefit ordinary people without free 
elections. How this Congress could ap
prove free trade without guarantees of 
free elections is beyond me. 

D 1020 

WILLIAM H. NATCHER BRIDGE 
(Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute .) 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, currently under construction 
in my home State is a four-lane bridge 
spanning the Ohio River from Daviess 
County into Rockport, IN. At home, we 
think of this span as the "William H. 
Natcher Bridge. " But here in Washing
ton we have never formally honored 
Congressman Natcher in this way. 

So today I am proud to introduce leg
islation naming this project in honor of 
my predecessor, Congressman Bill 
Natcher. Joining me on this legislation 
is the entire Kentucky delegation. 

This, of course, is a fitting tribute to 
a man who for over 40 years gave his 
heart and soul to the people of the Sec-

ond District through his service in this 
Chamber. It will be a visible reminder 
of one of our district 's best friends. 

But in a larger sense, Madam Speak
er, William. Natcher's greatest monu
ment is not made out of concrete. It is 
in the thousands of lives he touched 
and his example of integrity and char
acter. These things stand as his memo
rial in every community in the Second 
District, big and small. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join 
with me in this tribute. 

AMERICANS TERRORIZED BY 
CRIME LOOK TOWARD HOUSE 
VOTE ON CRIME BILL 
(Mr. TORRICELLI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Madam Speaker, 
the stability of the institution of Gov
ernment in this country has always 
been taken for granted. While other na
tions have seen their hopes of govern
ment changed and confidence lost, this 
country has continued generation to 
generation. But now indeed in hun
dreds of American cities the relevance 
of this system of government is in 
question. 

Children sleep on the floor to be safe 
from gunfire, citizens dare not venture 
out into the streets, businesses close 
and leave cities without vital services. 
Americans are held hostage in a reign 
of terror on her own streets. 

This House will soon vote on whether 
or not this Government, whether or not 
this system still provides security for 
ordinary Americans in their homes and 
in their places of business. 

Some have called this a fight be
tween the two political parties or sim
ply a question of a special interest 
against a larger public interest. Indeed 
it is more than that. The question is, 
can this Government, can this country 
still provide basic security for our peo
ple? 

CLINTON'S BARNEY BILL 
(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS 'of California. Madam 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. BALLENGER]. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker, 
the President never bothered to bring a 
crime bill to Congress when this issue 
was still being debated. 

Yet once crime became America's 
primary concern, suddenly, like an ar
cheologist, President Clinton went 
digging to find something he could call 
his own. 

And just like archeologists, the 
White House unearthed a dinosaur of a 
crime bill. 

It was a huge, lumbering monstrosity 
weighted down with unneeded spending 
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but with a crime-fighting brain about SPECIAL INTERESTS THREATEN 
the size of a walnut. RIPOFF OF INVENTORS UNDER 

Not only did the Clinton administra- GATT PROVISIONS 
tion unearth a dinosaur of a crime bill, 
but the dinosaur they got was Barney. 

It was not even a ferocious dinosaur 
of a crime bill. No, it was a big warm, 
fuzzy, purple one-as soft on crime as 
the logic that billions of dollars for 
arts and crafts, self-esteem, dance, and 
midnight basketball programs deter 
murders, rapists, and robbers. 

Americans want a crime bill that will 
make criminals extinct, not taxpayers. 
The Clinton administration should 
bury this bill where they found it and 
start over. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE WELFARE 
TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT OF 1994 

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Madam Speaker, 
today I rise to inform my colleagues 
that I am introducing legislation that 
will give Americans a hand up instead 
of a hand out. The Welfare to Self-Suf
ficiency Act of 1994 will end the quag
mire that faces those now on welfare. 
No longer will men and women be 
trapped by a welfare system that does 
not reward work, promote the family, 
or instill personal responsibility. The 
legislation I have introduced will for
tify these three fundamental values. It 
will move people from dependence to 
independence, from a welfare check to 
a paycheck, and from a sense of hope
lessness to one of opportunity. 

Madam Speaker, this legislation will 
give people the opportunity to enter 
into individual contracts with the 
State not a one-size-fits-all plan. It en
courages AFDC families to work by al
lowing them to keep more of their 
earned income and encourages saving 
by raising resource limits. States will 
have the option to implement wage 
supplementation programs in which 
the value of the AFDC grant and food 
stamp benefits is added to the mini
mum wage of the worker. 

This legislation will strengthen child 
support enforcement by referring col
lection of certain delinquent child sup
port evaders to the IRS. Additional 
savings will occur by reforming and 
controlling the rate of growth in Fed
eral payments for the administration 
of AFDC, the food stamp program, and 
Medicaid. Finally, illegal aliens will 
not be eligible for welfare benefits, ex
cept for emergency medical care. 

Madam Speaker, I agree with the 
President it is time to "end welfare as 
we know it." It is time to break this 
cycle and pass welfare reform legisla
tion that will give every American an 
opportunity to become self-sufficient. 

(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak
er, seeing that we are discussing crime, 
I thought it would be appropriate for 
me to come to the floor and discuss the 
coming GATT Treaty and the ripoff of 
American inventors that the current 
GATT implementing legislation rep
resents. 

Little do the American people know 
and little do the Members of this House 
know that buried deep in the GATT im
plementation legislation is language 
not required by GATT but put in by 
special interests that will dramatically 
reduce the amount of time that our in
ventors are protected. If this passes, 
hundreds of millions of dollars that 
now go from Japanese corporations to 
pay royalties to American inventors 
will stay in the pockets of those big 
multinational Japanese corporations. 
It is one of the biggest ripoffs in Amer
ican history. 

I am a free-trader. I supported 
NAFTA. But I ask my colleagues, 
please look at the provisions of the 
GATT implementing legislation and let 
us not allow this ripoff of American in
ventors to take place. 

FIXING THE CRIME BILL IN 
CONFERENCE 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, ques
tions have been asked, why are so 
many Memb~rs of the House opposed to 
the crime bill, which has sometimes 
been called the President's crime bill? 
It is not the President's crime bill; it is 
the conference committee's crime bill, 
and there are good reasons to be op
posed to it on both sides of the aisle. 

The important point is that there are 
opportunities to fix what is wrong, and 
that is the process that is going on 
now. 

The bill we voted on last week had 
inadequate funding for building pris
ons, it had inadequate funding for hav
ing more policemen to put them on the 
beat, and it had weakened the sexual 
predator provision. It had various pork 
barrel projects, the most celebrated of 
which was the $10 million that was 
stuck in there surreptitiously for some 
kind of a project in Chairman BROOK'S 
district, at Lamar University. 

We estimated that the bill would 
have released as many as 10,000 con
victed drug felons and put them back 
on the streets. It did not include the 
victims restitution provisions of the 
Senate-passed bill. It did not include 
the strengthened death penalty proce-

dures to end the endless appeals proc
ess. It did not include tough penalties 
for violent gang offenses, mostly juve
nile offenses. It has $9 billion in it for 
social programs. There was much that 
was wrong in the bill, and it can be 
fixed. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 4624, DEPARTMENTS OF VET
ERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1995 
Mr. STOKES. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 4624) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and for sun
dry independent agencies, boards, com
missions, corporations, and offices for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and for other purposes, with Sen
ate amendments thereto, disagree to 
the Senate amendments, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DELAURO). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? The 
Chair hears none and, without objec
tion, appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. STOKES, MOLLOHAN, and CHAP
MAN, Ms. KAPTUR, and Messrs. TORRES, 
THORNTON' OBEY, LEWIS of California, 
DELAY, GALLO, and MCDADE. 

There was no objection. 

EMERGENCY SPENDING CONTROL 
ACT OF 1994 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 513 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 513 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XX.Ill, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4906) to amend 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 to limit consideration of 
nonemergency matters in emergency legisla
tion. The first reading of the bill shall be dis
pensed with. All points of order against con
sideration of the bill are waived. General de
bate shall be confined to the bill and the 
amendments made in order by this resolu
tion and shall not exceed one hour divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Rules. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five
minute rule and shall be considered as read. 
No amendment shall be in order except those 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
amendment may be offered only in the order 
printed, may be offered only by a Member 
designated in the report, shall be considered 
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci
fied in the report equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
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and shall not be subject to amendment. All 
points of order against the amendments 
printed in the report are waived. If more 
than one of the amendments printed in the 
report is adopted, only the last to be adopted 
shall be considered as finally adopted and re
ported to the House. At the conclusion of 
consideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendment as may 
have been finally adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and any amendment thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

D 1030 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

DELAURO). The gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], pend
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Madam Speaker, House Resolution 
513 provides for the consideration of 
R.R. 4906, the Emergency Spending 
Control Act of 1994. The resolution 
waives all points of order against con
sideration of the bill and allows up to 
1 hour of general debate, equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Rules. 

After general debate the bill will be 
considered as read, and no amendments 
will be in order except the four amend
ments in the nature of substitutes 
printed in House Report 103-690. The 
amendments will be considered in the 
following order under a king-of-the-hill 
procedure: First, the amendment by 
Representative SAM JOHNSON or a des
ignee; second, the amendment by Rep
resentative CASTLE or a designee; 
third, the amendment by Representa
tive STENHOLM, Representative KASICH, 
or Representative PENNY or a designee; 
and fourth, the amendment by Rep
resentative SPRATT or a designee. 
Should more than one amendment be 
adopted, only the last amendment 
adopted would be reported to the 
House. 

Each amendment is debatable for 30 
minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and an oppo
nent. The amendments are not subject 
to further amendment, and all points 
of order against the amendments are 
waived. 

Finally, the resolution provides for 
one motion to recommit, with or with
out instructions. 

Madam Speaker, the Emergency 
Spending Control Act of 1994 is de
signed to improve the budget process 
and control emergency spending. 

This Government is now operating 
under a 5-year budget plan passed last 
year by this Congress with the Presi-

dent's leadership. As a result of that 
plan, the deficit is plummeting even 
faster than expected. 

As a result of that plan, jobs are 
being created faster than before. Unem
ployment is lower than before. 
Consumer confidence is higher than be
fore. Interest rates are still low. Infla
tion is extremely low. According to the 
Republican Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, Mr. Greenspan, "the outlook 
for the U.S. economy is as bright as it 
has been in decades.'' 

Madam Speaker, one of the features 
of the 5-year economic plan was a 
freeze through 1998 on discretionary 
spending. Discretionary spending funds 
most of the Government itself and 
most Government programs. 

When Congress first imposed caps on 
discretionary spending in 1990, we real
ized that from time to time sudden, 
nonrecurring, catastrophic events take 
place which increase demands for Gov
ernment services. These events are 
typically natural disasters like floods, 
hurricanes, earthquakes, droughts, and 
so forth. Such emergencies cannot usu
ally be predicted with any certainty. 
Consequently they cannot be easily or 
accurately estimated and budgeted for 
in advance. 

If the budget process were so rigid as 
to require cuts in other programs be
fore Government could meet the needs 
of Americans left homeless by floods, 
hurricanes, or earthquakes, it would in 
effect force Congress to shift the suf
fering caused by the emergency in 
question from one group to another. 
Congress could debate for days or 
weeks about what programs to cut 
while thousands of Americans suffered 
from homelessness, disease, and lost in
come brought about by the emergency. 

So, the Budget Enforcement Act al
lows Congress and the President to pro
vide emergency assistance to those in 
need without fighting a bruising politi
cal battle over what programs to cut 
and whom to inflict suffering on in
stead. Basically, if the Congress ~nd 
the President can agree that an emer
gency exists for which additional 
spending is required quickly, then that 
spending will not count against the 
spending limits. 

Unfortunately, at times additional 
items, which were arguably not emer
gency items, have found their way into 
emergency bills. It is this problem R.R. 
4906 is designed to cure. · 

The bill would amend the Budget Act 
to provide that, during consideration of 
any bill containing emergency spend
ing, any Member could offer an amend
ment to strike out any provision which 
is not designated as an emergency. 

And, Madam Speaker, R.R. 4906 
would make it easier for the American 
people to determine who supported 
these additional, nonemergency items 
in the emergency bills by facilitating 
recorded votes on amendments to 
strike them out. Under the bill, a re-

corded vote would be ordered on 
amendments striking out non
emergency riders if demanded by a 
Member and supported by only nine 
other Members. That is a total of only 
10 Members to get a vote, instead of 
the current 25 in the Committee of the 
Whole or 44 in the House. 

Finally, the bill ensures that any 
nonemergency provisions in enacted 
emergency legislation will in fact 
count against the applicable alloca
tions of spending under the Budget 
Act. Madam Speaker, I urge all Mem
bers to support the bill. 

I also urge Members to support the 
rule. It makes in order all the amend
ments which Members asked the Rules 
Committee to make in order. The rule 
provides for a king-of-the-hill proce
dure so all the substitutes can be con
sidered and debated thoroughly. It does 
not restrict the motion to recommit in 
any way. It is a fair rule that will expe
dite this important legislation, and it 
deserves our support. . 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I thank the distin
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts . [Mr. MOAKLEY] for 
yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, because deficit 
growing emergency spending is a real 
problem that needs to be addressed and 
because all Members who sought to 
offer amendments have been allowed to 
offer them on the floor, I am not going 
to call for a vote in opposition to the 
rule that we have before us. But that is 
not to say it is a good rule or that it 
has not got some problems with it. 

I think it is sort of appropriate we 
are here today on the leading edge of a 
weather event which·has caused serious 
problems to our south down in the area 
which I represent and other areas of 
Florida and Georgia and the Carolinas, 
and once again, we have gone a long 
distance of time without providing for 
these acts of God or these unforeseen 
disasters that come upon us. 

Weather-related disasters are pre
dictable in the sense we know they are 
going to happen. It is just we do not 
know the date. It seems to me we 
ought to be a little bit smarter about 
getting ready for the fact we know we 
are going to have these kinds of prob
lems. That is one of the things that the 
Government can do, is to try and buy 
relief for people in need, for our citi
zens in need in this country, and we 
need to find a way to do it better. 

I would point out as we start this 
that we had assurances, if not prom
ises, from the Democrat leadership, I 
believe it was a little over a year ago 
when we were debating the Mississippi 
flood problem, that we would come to 
grips with this problem. Well, we have 
not come to grips with the problem, 
and today we have a very modest Band-
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Aid patch which really does not do 
anything different than what we are 
really doing now, and the real purpose 
of why we are here today is to vent on 
the A to Z issue rather than accom
plish a really solid proposal that will 
lay some funds aside for these predict
able problems that we are going to 
have helping out Americans in need as 
a result of natural disasters and other 
emergency spending needs that this 
body and the other body and the Presi
dent and the communities deem truly 
worthy of relief from the Federal Gov
ernment. 

D 1040 
Going back to the rule, first the rule 

waives all points of order against the 
bill. That is a red flag for most Mem
bers now, especially after we have dis
cussed the crime bill at such length 
and seen the kinds of minefields that 
can be in there when we protect things 
and we are not sure what we are pro
tecting, sometimes there are some 
nasty little surprises. And I think we 
have gone through that process. 

One more time, we have got a rule 
that waives all points of order against 
tbe bill. 

While we at least took the sensible 
step of waiving all points of order 
against the amendments as well, and 
the reason I say that is so that they 
are treated fairly, if we are going to 
protect one part of the process, then we 
may as well protect it all. I think that 
is justifiable as long as we know what 
is there. In this case we generally do 
know what is there. So it is not quite 
as upsetting as not knowing what is 
there. 

I must comment once again that this 
is a dangerous trend, however, and one 
we on the minority side would like to 
get away from. We think Members 
should know what is in the bill and 
what is being protected and what is 
not. 

The Committee on Rules now seems 
to be in the business of providing blan
ket waivers as sort of a normal way 
that we do stuff. I do not think that is 
a good idea. We are going to continue 
to resist that. I will admit there are 
times when there are items that need 
protection. I am not saying that we 
should not use judgment and wisdom. I 
am just saying, providing blanket pro
tection all the time for everything that 
might be hidden in one of these reports 
is not a good way to do business. 

It has actually reached the point 
where we are not even told what provi
sions in . this bill might need protec
tion. I think we do know in this bill 
more than we do in others. I am not as 
concerned about this bill because this 
bill does not do a whole lot. But I do 
not like that uncertainty and I do not 
think Members want that uncertainty. 
I find it , frankly, a little bit ironic that 
as we are about to consider a bill that 
seeks to use points of order to control 

future spending, and that is what this 
does, we are demonstrating why such a 
measure is impotent because we are 
violating the very thing we are seeking 
to outlaw. 

In addition, this rule calls for a king
of-the-hill procedure. We have had 
much debate on that. It is a complex 
machination that in this case, as in 
every case, stacks the deck against the 
adoption of any of the amendments of
fered. What generally happens is this, 
we go back to where we started, and we 
tilt the deck so where we started is the 
choice that will normally come up. 
This is because even if an overwhelm
ing majority of Members vote in favor 
of a substitute, it would only take a 
bare 218 votes to restore the language 
in the base bill which will be consid
ered as the final amendment. So we go 
through a long process of maybe debat
ing for half an hour on each side, or 
whatever the time allowance is, worthy 
amendments. And we do two or three, 
and we have votes on each one. Then 
the last amendment we always put 
back in as shall we go back to square 
one? 

What that does is it allows everybody 
to say, gee, I voted for one of those 
great amendments but at the end, I 
also voted for the bill because that was 
the best I could get. So it is sort of a 
charade. We are giving cover to Mem
bers to say they voted for something 
that they thought their people wanted 
back in their district. But when it 
came really to the end, the last vote 
they had to vote for is the one that the 
majority party wanted in the first 
place, the party position, and that is 
the one they vote for to be members of 
the party and adhere to the discipline 
in their party position. 

So we end up not with a merit but we 
end up with sort of a partisan approach 
to the debate. We have advocated in 
the minority for an alternate approach 
to this. Instead of it being the going 
back to square one when we go through 
the amendment process, that instead of 
that, that we allow the amendment 
which gets the most votes to win. I 
think any American would say that 
makes sense. 

The proposition that the most people 
vote for is the one that should come up 
as the winner. That is not the case 
when you are king of the hill, unfortu
nately. It could happen that way, but it 
usually does not. 

In committee, we have offered a mo
tion to allow the amendment that gar
nered the most votes to carry the day. 
We do that on the Committee on Rules. 
And we think that is a more demo
cratic way to go and a more common 
sense way to go but, unfortunately, it 
gets rejected. And I would point out it 
gets rejected in the Committee on 
Rules. And one of the reasons, there 
are usually party line votes. I would 
point out the majority has nine posi
tions in the Committee on Rules and 

the minority has four. So it takes a 
mighty effort to overcome a 9 to 4 tilt. 

Finally, as we shall see during the 
general debate, this Emergency Spend
ing Control Act of 1994, as it is called, 
does not provide for greater control 
over emergency spending than is cur
rently provided for under the standing 
rules of the House. What we are doing 
today does not provide for greater con
trol over emergency spending than is 
currently provided for under the stand
ing rules of the House. In other words, 
we already can do in this House what it 
is we are trying to legislate today. So 
we are going to have this wonderful, 
long debate about are we worried about 
emergency spending while those folks 
in Carolina are having so much trou
ble, those folks down in northern Flor
ida are picking stuff up off their streets 
and wonderfog where their house rests, 
and those folks in Georgia are digging 
out from another flood. There is going 
to be the appearance that we are really 
serious about laying funds out to help 
these people in situations like that. 

The truth of the matter is, under the 
rules of the House what this little bit 
of legislation does today could actually 
come to pass. So it is not going to add 
a whole lot to their relief. I am afraid 
that this just is another empty part to 
that A-to-Z buyoff we have talked 
about so much. Members will recall 
that A to Z was the program where we 
could have some time set aside to have 
real opportunities to debate spending 
cuts here. Members would have the op
portunity to offer individual cuts they 
felt worthwhile in order to achieve an 
even further plummeting of the deficit 
and a closer balancing of the budget 
here. And we were going to go through 
that process and let those proposals 
stand on their merit. 

The majority leadership has felt that 
would be a poor idea and they have 
looked for other ways to deal with the 
problem, and this is one of the solu
tions that they have come up with. 

I use the term "solution" lightly be
cause this does not accomplish, as I 
say, anything we cannot already db. 
But we will have a fun debate about it. 

Frankly, I think we would do better 
if we were debating A to Z or other 
substantive matters because the Amer
ican public is asking us to come to 
some kind of a reasonable conclusion 
on the crime matter and the health re
form matter and all of those issues 
which are absorbing us. And here we 
are, on a Wednesday, during time that 
many had thought we would be in our 
recess, talking about something that is 
really not going to accomplish any
thing. One wonders why. 

The distinguished chairman has men
tioned that economic times are rel
atively good, relative to where they 
have been. I agree they are relatively 
good. It is a precarious situation, and I 
hope they stay relatively good. The 
outlook is that they will become rel
atively not quite so good. I think we 
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had an indication of that as interest 
rates climbed up half a point yester
day. I think that anybody who studies 
the numbers realizes that a plummet
ing deficit is a very temporary down
turn in what appears to be a very seri
ous uprise in the deficit that is sched
uled in the years after 1996, a signifi
cant rise in the deficit. So we do have 
to come to grips with this deficit ques
tion. 

we have seen in the past. That is a 
process that we just seem not to have 
been able to bring under control. And 
even though this legislation talks a lit
tle bit about that, I do not think it 
does as firm a job as we need to do. 

Speaker, I have outlined some of the 
problems with the rule and the bill. I 
hope we have generated a little inter
est among our colleagues and we will 
get some more requests for time. 

I guess it is like having a leaky roof 
and wanting to sell your house and 
then you paint the wall to cover up the 
leak stains before any new customers 
come in. It is not any good to keep 
painting the wall. You have to fix the 
hole in the roof, and this legislation is 
not going to fix the hole in the roof. 

Madam Speaker, for the RECORD I in
clude this chart depicting open versus 
restrictive rules: 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total rules rules 
Congress (years) granted 1 Num- Per- Num- Per-ber cent 2 

ber cent3 

95th (1977- 78) .. ............ 211 179 85 32 15 
96th (1979-80) .............. 214 161 75 53 25 
97th (1981-82) .............. 120 90 75 30 25 
98th (1983-84) .. .... .... .. .. 155 105 68 50 32 
99th (1985-86) .............. 115 65 57 50 43 
JOOth (1987-88) ...... ...... 123 66 54 57 46 
lOlst (1989-90) ............ 104 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991-92) ............. 109 37 34 72 66 
103d (1993-94) ............. 91 25 27 66 73 

I mentioned at the beginning of my 
remarks that we had a promise from 
the Democratic leadership that we 
would have a task force that would 
deal with this subject of emergency re
lief spending. I understand there is 
such a task force. I do not believe that 
it has delivered any kind of a product 
so far. Surely, had it delivered a prod
uct, we would be having a request for 
time for Members of that task force to 
speak today. I have no such requests 
for time. I may get them. But I do not 
have any yet. I think that we have one 
or two speakers who want to address 
the subject, but not a report. 

The final part of it is that, yes, we 
are going to continue to have a need 
for emergency spending. And sadly 
enough we are going to have emer
gencies, and we will have victims of 
emergencies in our country and it is 
going to be appropriate for us at the 
Federal level to help out. We are going 
to have to find a way to shift resources 
to do that. But we just cannot keep 
adding up immense amounts of debt on 
the burden and say that every time we 
have an emergency, a storm or a fire or 
something of that event, a flood, that 
we just simply have to step back and 
say, well, we will just have to add it to 
the deficit. 

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 
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ZQpen rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules grant
ed. 

The final thing that really concerns 
me very much about this, when we 
have these disasters, it appears that it 
is too much of a temptation to let a 
must-pass relief bill go through with
out adding a whole bunch of what we 
will call "Christmas tree items." There 
has been outrageous abuse on that, as 

Frankly, Madam Speaker, that is 
what we do now too much. Madam 

Sources: "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities," 95th-102d 
Cong.; "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Cong., through 
Aug. 12, 1994. 

Rule number date reported Rule type 

H. Res. 58, Feb. 2, 1993 .. .. .... ....... .......... MC 
H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, 1993 ............ ......... .. .. MC 
H. Res. 103. Feb. 23. 1993 ..................... C 
H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 .......... ............. MC 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9, 1993 ....................... MC 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 133, Mar. 17, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23. 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 147, Mar. 31, 1993 ............... ...... C 
H. Res. 149 Apr. I, 1993 ......................... MC 
H. Res. 164, May 4, 1993 .. .... .. ..... ........... O 
H. Res. 171, May 18, 1993 ...................... O 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 ...................... O 
H. Res. 173 May 18, 1993 ............. .......... MC 
H. Res. 183, May 25, 1993 ...................... 0 
H. Res. 186, May 27, 1993 ....... ............... MC 
H. Res. 192, June 9, 1993 .............. .. ..... .. MC 
H. Res. 193, June 10, 1993 ..................... O 
H. Res. 195, June 14, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 197, June 15, 1993 ......... ............ MO 
H. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 .......... .. ......... C 
H. Res. 200, June 16, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 201. June 17, 1993 ............ .. ..... .. 0 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 ..... ........ .. .... .. MO 
H. Res. 206, June 23, 1993 O 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 ........... .. ......... MO 
H. Res. 220, July 21, 1993 ...................... MC 
H. Res. 226, July 23, 1993 .. .. .................. MC 
H. Res. 229, July 28, 1993 .... ..... .. ........... MO 
H. Res. 230, July 28, 1993 ................... ... O 
H. Res. 246, Aug. 6, 1993 ........ MO 
H. Res. 248, Sept. 9, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 250, Sept. 13, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 254, Sept. 22, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 262, Sept. 28, 1993 0 
H. Res. 264, Sept. 28, 1993 .... ................ MC 
H. Res. 265, Sept. 29, 1993 .... .. .............. MC 
H. Res. 269, Oct. 6, 1993 ......... .. ............ MO 
H. Res. 273, Oct. 12, 1993 ...................... MC 
H. Res. 274, Oct. 12, 1993 .. ...... .. .. ...... .... MC 
H. Res. 282, Oct. 20, 1993 ....... C 
H. Res. 286, Oct. 27, 1993 ...................... O 
H. Res. 287, Oct. 27, 1993 ...................... C 
H. Res. 289, Oct. 28, 1993 ............. ... ...... 0 
H. Res. 293, Nov. 4, 1993 .............. .. ....... MC 
H. Res. 299, Nov. 8, 1993 .................. ..... MO 
H. Res. 302, Nov. 9, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 303, Nov. 9, 1993 .............. 0 
H. Res. 304, Nov. 9, 1993 .......... .. .... ....... C 
H. Res. 312, Nov. 17, 1993 ......... .. .. ........ MC 
H. Res. 313, Nov. 17, 1993 ....... .. ........... MC 
H. Res. 314, Nov. 17, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 316, Nov. 19, 1993 .... C 
H: Res. 319, Nov. 20, 1993 . MC 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES: 1030 CONG. 

Bill number and subject 

H.R. l : Family and medical leave ..... .. ......... .... ..... .... . 
H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act ....... .................................. .. 
H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation .......................................... . 
H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments ........................ .... .... ........... .......... . 
H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 .... .............. .............. ........... . 
H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental Appropriations .................. ...... . 
H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution ........... .. 
H.R. 670: Family planning amendments .... ... .. ...................... . 
H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ........................ ...... .............. .. 
H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 1993 .. ................ .. ............. .. 
H.R. 820: Nate Competitiveness Act ... ....... ...... ... .. ................... ...... .. 
H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 ............................ .. .. .. .. ....... .. 
H.R. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act ..... .. .. ..................... .. 
SJ. Res. 45: United States form in Somalia .................... ......... .... .. 
H.R. 2244: 2d supplemental appropriations .............. ...................... .. 
H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconciliation ...................................... .. 
H.R. 2348: Legislative branch appropriations .................................. . 
H.R. 2200: NASA authorization ....... ... .. ...................................... .. ..... .. 
H.R. 5: Striker replacement ............ .. ... .............................................. . 
H.R. 2333: State Department. H.R. 2404: Foreign aid ......... .. .. ........ . 
H.R. 1876: Ext. of "Fast Track" ................. .. 
H.R. 2295: Foreign operations appropriations ................................. .. 
H.R. 2403: Treasury-postal appropriations .. .. ............ ...... .. ....... .. ...... . 
H.R. 2445: Energy and Water appropriations .................................. .. 
H.R. 2150: Coast Guard authorization ................................. ..... .. ... .. 
H.R. 2010: National Service Trust Act ...................... ....... .. ......... .... .. . 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental ...... .................... .. ... .. .. 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental .......... ....................... .. 
H.R. 2330: Intelligence Authority Act, fiscal year 1994 ...... .. .......... .. 
H.R. 1964: Maritime Administration authority ....................... ... ....... .. 
H.R. 2401: National Defense authority ........................ .... ........ .. ........ . 
H.R. 2401: National defense authorization ........................... ............ . 
H.R. 1340: RTC Completion Act ........... .............. .. ............................ .. 
H.R. 2401: National Defense authorization ................ .. 

Amendments submit
ted 

30 (0-5; R-25) ......... . 
19 (0-1 ; R-18) ........ .. 
7 (0-2; R- 5) ........ ..... . 
9 (0-l ; R-8) ............. . 
13 (d-4; R-9) .......... .. 
37 (0-8; R-29) ......... . 
14 (0-2; R- 12) ......... . 
20 (0-8; R-12) . 
6 (0-1; R-5) ........ . 
8 (0-1; R-7} .... . 
NA ....... ................ .. ..... . 
NA .... ... ...................... .. 
NA .............................. . 
6 (D-1 ; R-5) .......... ... . 
NA .............................. . 
51 (0-19; R-32) ... ... .. 
50 (D-6; R-44) ......... . 
NA ..... .. ............. ......... .. 
7 (0-4; R-3) ... .... ...... . 
53 (0-20; R-33) ...... .. 
NA ... ..... ..................... .. 
33 (0-11; R-22) ...... .. 
NA ....... .. ... .................. . 
NA ............... .. .......... .. .. 
NA .... ....... .. ... .... ..... .... .. 
NA ....... .. ........ ............ .. 
14 (0-8; R-6) .......... .. 
15 (0-8; R-7) .......... .. 
NA ............................. .. 
NA ............................. .. 
149 (D- 109; R- 40) ... . 

i'i'('i}::3; .. R::9;··:::::::::::: 
H.R. 1845: National Biological Survey Act ......................................... NA .................. ............ . 
H.R. 2351: Arts, humanities, museums ..................... .. .. .. .............. .... 7 (0-0; R-7) ............. . 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments ..................... 3 (0-1; R-2) ............. . 
H.R. 2739: Aviation infrastructure investment .... ........ .... ...... ............ NIA .............. ............... . 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments ..................... 3 (0-l ; R- 2) ............ .. 
H.R. 1804: Goals 2000 Educate America Act ................. .... ............... 15 (0-7; R-7; 1-1) ... . 
H.J. Res. 281: Continuing appropriat ions through Oct. 28, 1993 ..... NIA .. .. 
H.R. 334: Lumbee Recognition Act ......................................... NIA ............................ .. 
HJ. Res. 283: Continuing appropriations resolution .......... ............... 1 (0-0; R-0) ............. . 
H.R. 2151 : Maritime Security Act of 1993 .. ... .. .. .. .............................. NIA ............................. . 
H. Con . Res. 170: Troop withdrawal Somalia ...... .............. .... .. .......... NIA .. ........ .......... ....... .. . 
H.R. 1036: Employee Retirement Act- 1993 ...... ... .......................... 2 (0-1 ; R- 1) ............. . 
H.R. 1025: Brady handgun bill ........................... 17 (0-6; R- 11) ......... . 
H.R. 322: Mineral exploration .. ............................... .... ..... ...... .. .. .. ..... NIA .. : ..... ................. .... . 
H.J. Res. 288: Further CR, FY 1994 .. .... NIA ....... .............. .... .. .. . 
H.R. 3425: EPA Cabinet Status .................................................. .... .. 27 (D-8; R-19) ........ .. 
H.R. 796: Freedom Access to Clinics ........... .. ... ............... 15 (0-9; R-6) ...... .. .. .. 
H.R. 3351 : Alt Methods Young Offenders .. .. .. .............. .. .. 21 (0-7; R- 14) 
H.R. 51 : D.C. statehood bill .... ........ I (D- 1; R-0) 
H.R. 3: Campaign Finance Reform ....... ... 35 (0-6; R- 29) .. . 

Amendments allowed 

3 (0-0; R-3) ................. .. ................ . 
1 (0-0; R- 1) ...................... .. ........... . 
0 (0-0; R-0) ............... .................... . 
3 (0-0; R- 3) ................ .................. .. 
8 (0-3; R-5) ............. .. ................... .. 
I (not submitted) (0-1; R-0) .. ...... .. 
4 (1-0 not submitted) (0-2; R-2) .. 
9 (0-4; R- 5) ...... ................... .......... . 
0 (0-0; R-0) ......... .. ........................ . 
3 (0-l; R-2) .................... .. 
NA ...... .. .... ..... ............. .. .................... . 
NA .................................................... . 
NA ..................... .......... ... ................ .. . 
6 (0-1; R-5) ........ .. ...... .................. .. 
NA ........ .. ............. .. ....... .. 
8 (0-7; R-1) ............. . 
6 (0-3; R-3) ........... .. 
NA .. ... ....................... ..... .. ................. . 
2 (0-1; R-1) .................................. .. 
27 (0-12; R-15) .. .......................... .. 
NA .. ................ .. .. .......................... .. .. . 
5 (0-1 ; R-4) ............................... ... .. 
NA ................................................. .. 
NA ..... ............................................... . 
NA .................................................... . 
NA .................... .. ........................... .. . . 
2 (0-2; R-0) .................................. .. 
2 (0-2; R-0) ................................... . 
NA .................................................... . 
NA ........ .. ... ..... .. ....................... ......... . 

1 (0-1 ; R-0) .. ................................. . 
91 (0-67; R-24) ............................ .. 
NA .............. .. .............................. . 
3 (0-0; R-3) .................................. .. 
2 (0-1 ; R-1) ................................ .. .. 
NIA ....... .. ............... .. ............... ..... ... .. . 
2 (0- 1; R- 1) ................................... . 
10 (0-7; R-3) ................................. . 
NIA .... .. 
NIA ........ ..... .. ..................... . 
0 ... .. .. .. .. .. 
NIA .................................... .. 
NIA ...... ............................. .. .. . 
NIA .. .. .. ..... ..... ..... ................. . 
4 (0-1 ; R- 3) . 
NIA .. ...... .. 
NIA .. ......... .. .. 
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Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the distinguished 
gentleman from Glens Falls, NY [Mr. 
SOLOMON], the ranking member of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Madam Speaker, it seems we have a 
lot of time to consume in Washington 
this week when we were supposed to be 
back in our districts speaking with our 
constituents about issues like health 
care. We have before us now what we 
call another one of those king-of-the
hill rules. It gives us what I call a dou
ble Spratt on the windshield of life , 
with all due respect to my good friend. 
Not only is the Spratt bill the base 
text for amendment purposes, it is also 
positioned as the last of four sub
stitutes to be considered here today. 

Under the king-of-the-hill process de
vised by the Democrats, the last sub
stitute adopted is the one reported 
back to the House as finally adopted, 
even though an earlier substitute may 
have been adopted by a larger vote. 

Madam Speaker, let us just picture 
the University of Notre Dame playing 
Slippery Rock Teachers College. They 
go through three-quarters of the foot
ball game and Notre Dame is leading 60 
to nothing. It gets into the last 10 sec
onds of the fourth quarter, and lo and 
behold, because a wind storm comes up 
and there is a punt, Notre Dame gets 
the punt and they down the ball on 
their own 2-yard line. There is one last 
play to go, and Notre Dame starts the 
play but the center centers the ball 
over the heads of the backfield. . 

It goes out of the end zone, Madam 
Speaker. That is a two-pointer-a safe
ty-for Slippery Rock Teachers Col
lege. The game ends, and lo and behold, 
the score is 60 to 2, but Notre Dame 
loses. That is what king-of-the-hill is 
all about. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman from New York may know 
something about football, but that is a 
terrible analogy in this case. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I do not think it is a 
terrible analogy at all. What it means 
is, the last team to score wins. That is 
what happens under king-of-the-hill. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman 
would yield further, that Slippery 
Rock-Notre Dame thing, Madam 
Speaker, that is like a substitute 
against the base bill. If the substitute 
wins, so be it. Now that substitute has 
to go against another substitute, so it 
is not the same game. There are dif
ferent votes on every one of those 
measures, so the king-of-the-hill does 
not pit every bill against the base text, 
it is usually the substitute prior to it. 
The gentleman knows that_ Therefore, 
I wish the gentleman would cancel that 
Slippery Rock game. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, 
maybe it was Boston College. 

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, just 
last week Slippery Rock won. Just last 

week this very process produced a vic
tory for the particular bill that the 
gentleman voted for, notwithstanding 
this process. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Once in a while we 
underdogs do win. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, the deputy 
chief whip. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, what 
struck me about the explanation we 
just got is, what has happened, the gen
tleman described a game between Slip
pery Rock and Notre Dame. Then what 
they do is, they have a process by 
which Boston College, that is not even 
in the game, would win. They all of a 
sudden come back with somebody that 
was not even considered a part of the 
game and they win. 

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman is ab
solutely right. 

Mr. WALKER. It is absolutely ludi
crous, the gentleman is right. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further , Madam Speaker, as one 
of the sports writers on that side of the 
aisle said, I have heard some pretty 
good analogies, but I have not heard 
them today yet. 

Madam Speaker, everybody knows 
that the king-of-the-hill is not the 
same vote over again. It is not A 
against Z, it is A against B and B 
against C and so forth, so they are 
votes against different substitutes_ It 
may very well be that the last sub
stitute that wins would be the product 
that we would go with. 

For example, Madam Speaker, the 
most favored nation issue with China, 
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one bill that the gentleman is very in
terested in, the most favored position 
was given to the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. PELOSI] . 

However, Hamilton won, so this is 
the same situation we have here. It 
might be a little favored position, but 
that does not really make all the dif
ference in the world. If one has a good 
amendment or a good substitute, a 
good amendment in the House, vote 
that way, and you will vote that Notre 
Dame thing all the way through the 
football schedule, instead of just play
ing Slippery Rock. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, that is a good expla
nation. Now I understand what it is. 
What it is, Madam Speaker, it is Notre 
Dame playing Slippery Rock gets to 
start with a 20-point advantage, and 
then if Slippery Rock happens to score 
18 points in the game, they still lose 
because Notre Dame started off with a 
20-point advantage under the rules. 
Suspiciously, that is the favored posi
tion they are getting. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield one more time, Knute Rockne 
may be spinning in his grave with the 
explanation the gentlemen are making 
here today. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I do 
not want the gentleman to feel bad, 
but does he know who tqld me that 
story back in 1951? It was somebody 
named Harry Agannis. Does the gen
tleman remember him, the Golden 
Greek, All-American? He played for the 
Camp Lejeune football team, and I re
call him giving me this analogy of 
Notre Dame and Slippery Rock, only it 
was Boston College, or Boston Univer
sity, that he played for. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, Boston College. The gen
tleman is not going to tell me that 
Harry Agannis was talking about king
of-the-hill back in 1951, is he? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, he 
was a pretty forward-looking guy. 

Madam Speaker, let us get back to 
seriousness here, for just a minute. As 
I started off saying, not only was the 
Spratt bill the base text for amend
ment purposes, it was also positioned 
as the last of four substitutes to be 
considered. 

Madam Speaker, here we have the 
bill itself, and then we ordinarily, 
under the normal rules of the House, 
would have the opportunity to debate 
the bill and then offer amendments to 
it , or offer substitutes to it. But should 
we happen to win, should we happen to 
pass one of those substitutes, then we 
would take the Spratt bill, put it way 
over here to the right, and then it be
comes a final substitute. It might pass 
by much fewer votes than the other 
substitutes did, but it is the one that 
becomes the law. That is what is wrong 
about king-of-the-hill. 

Madam Speaker, we Republicans 
often propose what I would call a true 

king-of-the-hill process. My friend, the ways likes to stick all kinds of things 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] al- into emergency bills that have nothing 
luded to it a few minutes ago. The to do with emergencies whatsoever. 
strongest substitute should be the win- Madam Speaker, we need a tough en
ner, just as the true king-of-the-hill forcement mechanism to ensure that 
game was played when we were kids, extraneous pork is not piggybacked 
the substitute which gets the most onto urgently needed disaster assist-
votes should be the winner. ance supplemental appropriation bills. 

Madam Speaker, can the Members The Spratt bill and substitute, on the 
imagine the ridicule we would have other hand, simply says that we will 
gotten as kids if we had proposed that operate under existing procedures when 
the rules of the game be changed to it comes to nonemergency items that 
award the honors to the last kid up on are stuck into emergency bills. 
the hill, instead of the one who can 
overpower all the others? Here we go, D 1100 
back to Notre Dame-Slippery Rock, The Spratt proposal allows for a mo-
again. Yet around here, nobody blinks tion to strike any such provision and 
any more when the Committee on prohibits any nonemergency items that 
Rules brings these rules to the floor exceed a committee's budget alloca
that allow for a weaker amendment to tion. Well , good morning, Madam 
be the winner. We are so used to this Speaker. 
undemocratic game of Democrat dock- Madam Speaker, those are the rules 
stacking that we merely go on our way that we have now. So all we would be 
thinking that this is just fine and doing is just reaffirming the rules of 
dandy. It is not just fine and dandy, the House that we have now. But we 
Madam speaker. would still have this terrible, terrible 

I think in today's game of king-of- fiscal mess that we are in today. 
the-hill that there should be no dispute Under the House rules, appropriation 
over the winner, since all three of the bills are already considered in the 
other substitutes are far superior, in Committee of the Whole under an open 
my opinion, to the Spratt bill and to amendment process. Under the Budget 
the Spratt substitute, which is going to Act, a point of order can already be 
come up for votes later. made against measures that exceed a 

Madam Speaker, the first superior committee's 602(a) or 602(b) alloca
substitute to be considered will be of- tions. Those are the rules of the House 
fered by the gentleman from Texas today. The only thing different in the 
[Mr. SAM JOHNSON]. He proposes that Spratt bill is a provision that allows-
emergency spending bills which exceed listen to this carefully-9 Members in
their allocations be financed by reduc- stead of 25 to demand a record vote on 
ing the spending caps for the next fis- striking nonemergency items. But as 
cal year by the amount in excess. That my colleagues are aware, we can easily 
makes a lot of sense. get 25 Members to call for a vote on 

The second superior amendment to anything now by making a point of 
be considered will be offered by the order that a quorum is not present. 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. OAS- Madam Speaker, we all know the 
TLE], the former Governor, someone Spratt bill is one of several that was 
who has had a lot of experience in 
budgets. His amendment would estab- promised to a group of what I call defi-
lish a reserve fund from which emer- cit chicken hawks, not deficit hawks. 
gency spending bills must be financed. They are called deficit chicken hawks 
Again, this is planning for emergencies in return for their not signing a dis
that will be coming up in the future. charge petition on real spending cuts, 

Madam Speaker, let us budget for the so-called A to Z plan. We are going 
these matters and pay for them, rather to paper the walls of this House with 
than just assume that they must be piddly budget process amendments, but 
budget-busters. That seems to be the they are not going anywhere in the 
norm around here, bust the budget. other body, and we all know it. 
That is why we have a $4.5 trillion I ask the gentleman from Pennsylva-
debt. nia [Mr. WALKER], how many legisla-

Finally, Madam Speaker, the third tive days are left between now and the 
superior amendment to be considered time we adjourn on October 6? Would 
will be offered by that dynamic trio of the gentleman say about 18? 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] Mr. WALKER. Twenty. 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN- Mr. SOLOMON. Eighteen or twenty. 
HOLM], and the gentleman from Min- That tells us where this bill is going. 
nesota [Mr. PENNY]. They are truly There is no window of opportunity for 
people who try to bring some fiscal re- this bill to be considered in the other 
sponsibility to this body. Their sub- body and everybody knows it. Do not 
stitute amendment would establish a . be fooled. 
point of order, now get this, establish a I will again point out that we could 
point of order against any bill or any have been better off considering this 
joint resolution designated as an emer- and the other measures as part of a 
gency spending measure if it contains comprehensive congressional reform 
any nonemergency items. bill, and we know which one that is, 

Madam Speaker, we all know how a H.R. 3801. H.R. 3801 already has various 
certain Member in the other body al- budget process reforms in it, but we 
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will never get a chance to vote on them 
and certainly will never get a chance 
to enact them into law. Instead, we are 
wasting the time of this House and the 
Committee on Rules with little dribs 
and drabs of what I call budgetary bird
seed that would not even fill a bird 
feeder. 

Madam Speaker, when will we get 
our priorities straight around here and 
take up the kind of bold, meaningful 
and sweeping congressional reform 
that the people overwhelmingly sup
port and that all Members went back 
home and told constituents they would 
vote for? 

Madam Speaker, this vote today is 
on an Emergency Spending Control Act 
that does nothing to control spending. 
It is another one of those feel-good 
votes that will leave Members wonder
ing in the morning what it was they 
really accomplished. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup
port one or more of the alternatives 
being offered here today if we really 
want to make this exercise meaningful. 
I am not going to ask for a recorded 
vote, but I am going to go on record as 
opposing this rule. This king-of-the
hill process creates a Notre Dame-Slip
pery Rock situation which lets the los
ers win. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished chairman, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, for 
yielding me the time. 

Madam Speaker, let me respond to 
what my good friend has just laid out 
as the scenario for consideration of the 
bills before us. There is a single legisla
tive measure before us, but in effect we 
have four bills before us. The origin of 
this is a bill called Common Cents. It is 
not A to Z, it is H.R. 4414 which con
tains a number of budget process re
forms. The basic reform here proposed 
was we take emergencies one at a time, 
that an emergency spending bill, ac
cording to H.R. 4434, would only con
tain emergency spending related to one 
single emergency. 

When I took up this matter several 
weeks ago to try to break down parts 
of this and bring budget reform meas
ures to the floor, I looked into this par
ticular provision and what we found 
was that over the last 5 years, from 
1991 through 1994, both years inclusive, 
we had funded 150 emergencies if we in
clude Desert Storm. If this particular 
provision in H.R. 4434, the Common 
Cents bill, had been in effect, we would 
have been required to enact 150 sepa
rate laws to provide for emergency 
funding whereas only 15 had to be en
acted to provide for these 150 emer
gencies. There were nine supplemental 
appropriation acts, five regular appro
priation acts, and one continuing reso
lution. With those pieces of legislation, 
we covered all 150 emergencies. 

Madam Speaker, I prepared a bill 
which said basically that Stenholm-Ka
sich says today. Namely, that emer
gency bills can only include emergency 
spending. If they include non
emergency spending, they cannot ex
ceed the discretionary spending cap. 
But basically the object was to keep 
emergency spending bills limited to 
emergencies, although they could in
clude multiple emergencies. I was pre
pared to file that bill and I had shared 
it with my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] when the Committee on Appro
priations convinced me that there at 
least is a argument, a strong argument 
to be made for the existing procedure 
because there is a need for flexibility. 
They gave me two very current, con
temporary examples. 

For example, Rwandan aid. The for
eign appropriations bill that is moving 
through Congress right now includes 
Rwandan aid, $350 million. It was a use
ful vehicle for loading that emergency 
spending i tern on and it is completely 
germane to the subject of the bill. 

The second example. Aid for Georgia 
flood relief. 

The Labor-HHS Appropriations bill 
was amended in the other body to in
clude aid for Georgia flood relief, and I 
am sure the Georgians are glad that 
that vehicle was available because we 
are near the end of the fiscal year and 
I am sure FEMA has probably drawn 
down substantially on its available 
obligatable balances. So that vehicle 
was used, which is a nonemergency 
spending bill, to include emergency 
spending which is desperately needed 
in Georgia. The Committee on Appro
priations said this sort of flexibility on 
occasion more often than not is a very, 
very desirable convenience to have. We 
tie our hands, we make our process 
very inflexible when we need it most 
responding to emergencies and disas
ters if we strictly and religiously limit 
emergency spending bills or non
emergency bills so that the two cannot 
be mixed. 

Consequently, I filed H.R. 4906 to 
allow that position to be argued on the 
floor. What we have today is an array 
of all the logical positions on the spec
trum concerning emergency spending. 
First of all, that is that particular po
sition. It is basically current law, but 
it provides and underscores and empha
sizes that nonemergency items should 
not be included if they are truly extra
neous, if they are simply being 
piggybacked, and it does so by allowing 
an expedited, easy procedure for a mo
tion to strike when nonemergency 
items are included in emergency spend
ing bills that come to the floor. 

Second, the Committee on Rules has 
made in order the Johnson amendment. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON ] would have us when we ap-

propriate emergency spending in 1 
year, in the next fiscal year look back, 
take anything in excess of the caps for 
that year and take it out of that year's 
discretionary spending. He has a look
back provision. 

The Castle amendment has a look
forward. The Castle amendment, which 
is a third alternative, has a look-for
ward provision. It says, let us deter
mine the average over a certain period 
of time, 5 fiscal years, which we have 
spent upon emergency and disaster 
projects. Let us average th&t out and 
let us reserve that amount as a likely 
contingency every year. He would have 
us put away into a reserve account and 
appropriate out of that reserve account 
when and .if emergencies occur. 

Stenholm-Penny-Kasich is still an
other alternative. It provides that 
emergency spending bills shall be re
lated exclusively to emergencies. But 
unlike the original version which they 
were supporting here under the Com
mon Cents bill, they agree that there 
could be multiple emergencies include 
in a single bill. 

Madam Speaker, we have before us 
today 4 clear choices. The reason I filed 
H.R. 4906 was to complete the spec
trum, to allow the Committee on Ap
propriations to come here and make 
the argument they made to me that 
this flexibility is needed and anyone 
who has ever faced a disaster and found 
FEMA with no money in its pocket, no 
expendable balances on its books, 
knows that we need flexibility in the 
face of an emergency. That argument 
will be made in the well of the House 
today because H.R. 4906 is the base bill, 
but other arguments will be made. 

The procedure that we have laid out 
is completely logical, completely fair 
for the consideration of each one of 
these. With 4 alternatives before us, I 
do not know a better procedure that 
the king-of-the-hill procedures for tak
ing each one of them in its own term. 

Madam Speaker, I think what we 
have here is a fair procedure and one 
that allows for full consideration of the 
whole spectrum of ideas of how we 
should budget for emergency spending. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from greater 
San Dimas, CA [Mr. DREIER], a member 
of the Committee on Rules. 
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Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I 

thank my friend from Sanibel for 
yielding the time. 

Madam Speaker, I was listening to 
this fascinating play by play of the 
slippery rock in the Notre Dame game 
in which Boston College got involved, 
and I was struck with the fact that we 
have once again been discussing this 
issue of king-of-the-hill on a rule. I ask 
a very simple question, rhetorically on 
this convoluted king-of-hill process 
which has been standard operating pro
cedure around here, and that is, Why is 
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it that one bill has to have a favored 
position? 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Rules said last week as 
we debated the MFN issue on China, 
clearly the Pelosi position did have a 
favored position. But the correct meas
ure, the Hamilton measure, which pur
sued human rights through more trade 
and exposure to Western values pre
vailed. 

But it prevailed obviously because it 
was the right thing, overcoming the 
fact that it was in a less than fair fa
vorable and equal position to the 
Pelosi proposal. So that is the reason 
we have said consistently on our side 
that as we look at the king-of-the-hill 
structure what we should have is a pro
vision which simply says that the 
measure which receives the highest 
number of votes is the one that carries, 
rather than the last standing measure, 
and unfortunately the present situa
tion creates a position where the last 
standing measure could have received 
many fewer votes than the measures 
that had been carried before. So I think 
it is the only fair way for us to pro
ceed, and that is why I think we should 
stand firmly on that issue. 

As we look at this legislation itself, I 
am going to urge a "no" vote on the 
previous question. The reason I say 
that, Madam Speaker, is that as we 
look at this measure, it is a very inte
gral part of congressional reform. H.R. 
3801, in fact, includes provisions which 
deal with this, and it seems to me that 
we have continued along the line with 
our divide and conquer strategy which 
has emanated from the majority lead
ership. So I am going to urge a "no" 
vote on the previous question, and I 
hope very much we can make in order 
H.R. 3801, which is the congressional 
reform package that was promised last 
year and several times this year, and 
then proceed with the kind of changes 
in the budget structure which the 
American people want and we can in
clude in the whole issue of congres
sional reform, which continues to be a 
top priority. 

Again I thank my friend for yielding 
the time. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
would like to simply quote from a dis
tinguished Member of this body who is 
unable to be with us in this debate, but 
was here for the early part of it, but 
had to go to other duties. His observa
tion to me was this: 

This appears to be the rule to give the ap
pearance of modifying our rules so that we 
can live under the rules we can live under 
now if only we would enforce the rules that 
we adopted as rules at the beginning of this 
Congress. 

I think that is actually what we are 
doing. I do not think anybody in Amer
ica understands that,' and I doubt many 
Members of this body understand that. 
But I actually feel no matter how far 

one travels from home, under the king
of-the-hill process it is stacked so you 
always return home, whether it is a 
short distance or a long distance. 
Today we have three amounts, so it is 
a fairly long distance. But the pre
diction is we will try to get home, be
cause that is the favored position. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of our time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I urge all Members 
to support this rule so the House can 
consider this meritorious legislation. 

Members from both sides of the aisle 
have expressed frustration about non
emergency items finding their way into 
emergency bills. When that happens, 
Members can often face a rather grim 
choice: They can vote against the 
whole measure, including the funding 
for the real emergency, or they can 
vote for the emergency and for what
ever nonemergency items go with it. 

This bill will guarantee Members an
other option, an opportunity to offer 
amendments to strike out individual 
nonemergency i terns in the bill and 
make it easier to get recorded votes on 
those amendments. That will be an im
provement over the status quo, and I 
urge Members to support it. 

This rule is also a good one. It makes 
in order every substitute the Rules 
Committee was asked to make in 
order. It provides a king-of-the-hill so 
every substitute offered can be debated 
fully and voted upon-. Had the Rules 
Committee not provided king-of-the
hill, the first substitute adopted would 
have been the last considered, and 
maybe some of the amendments would 
not even been offered and discussed. 

I urge all Members to support the 
rule and the bill. 

Madam Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. · 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

DELAURO). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 513 and rule XXIII, the . Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 4906. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4906) to 
amend the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 to 
limit consideration of nonemergency 
matters in emergency legislation, with 
Mr. MURTHA in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY]. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to 
bring to the Committee H.R. 4906, the 
Emergency Spending Control Act of 
1994. This legislation is designed to im
prove the budget process by providing 
Members a solution to a problem asso
ciated with the consideration of emer
gency spending bills. 

This Government is now operating 
under a 5-year budget plan passed last 
year by this Congress with the Presi
dent's leadership. As a result of that 
plan, the deficit is plummeting even 
faster than expected. The economy is 
strong. Jobs are being created. Accord
iag to the Republican chairman of the 
Federal Reserve, Mr. Greenspan, the 
outlook for the U.S. economy is as 
bright as it has been in decades. 

One of the features of the 5-year eco
nomic plan was a freeze through 1998 
on discretionary spending. Discre
tionary spending funds most of the 
government itself and most govern
ment programs. 

When Congress first imposed rigid 
annual caps on discretionary spending 
in 1990, we realized that from time to 
time sudden, nonrecurring, cata
strophic events take place which in
crease demands for government serv
ices. 

These events are typically natural 
disasters like floods, hurricanes, and 
earthquakes. Such emergencies cannot 
usually be predicted with any cer
tainty. Consequently they cannot be 
easily or accurately estimated and 
budgeted for in advance. 

If the budget process were so rigid as 
to require cuts in other programs be
fore Government could meet the needs 
of Americans left homeless by floods, 
hurricanes or earthquakes, it would in 
effect force Congress to shift the suf
fering caused by the emergency in 
question from one group to another. 
Congress could debate for days or 
weeks about what programs to cut 
while thousands of Americans tried to 
nurse their wounds, rebuild their lives, 
and recover their lost income brought 
about by the emergency. 

So, the Budget Enforcement Act al
lows Congress and the President to pro
vide emergency assistance to those in 
need without bruising political battles 
over what programs to cut and whom 
to inflict suffering on instead. Under 
the act, if the Congress and the Presi
dent can agree that an emergency ex
ists for which additional spending is re
quired quickly, then that spending will 
not count against the spending limits. 

Unfortunately, some additional 
items, which were arguably not emer
gency items, have at times found their 
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way into emergency bills. It is this 
problem H.R. 4906 is designed to cure. 

The bill would amend the Budget Act 
to provide that, during consideration of 
any bill containing emergency spend
ing, any Member could offer an amend
ment to strike out any provision which 
is not designated as an emergency. 

And H.R. 4906 would make it easier 
for the American people to determine 
who supported these additional, non
emergency i terns in the emergency 
bills by facilitating recorded votes on 
the amendments to strike them out. 
Under the bill, a recorded vote would 
be ordered on amendments striking out 
nonemergency riders if demanded by a 
Member and supported by only nine 
other Members. That's a total of only 
10 Members to get a record vote, in
stead of the usual 25 Members in the 
Committee of the Whole or 44 in the 
House. 

Finally, the bill ensures that any 
nonemergency provisions in enacted 
emergency legislation will in fact 
count against the applicable alloca
tions of spending the Budget Act. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4906 is a carefully 
crafted solution to the problem of non
emergency prov1s10ns appearing in 
emergency-s"pending legislation. I com
mend my colleague from South Caro
lina, Mr. SPRATT, for his ingenuity, 
diligence, and hard work in bringing 
this legislation before this body. It de
serves our support. I urge all Members 
to vote for the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

0 1120 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK
LEY] again referred to the 5-year plan. 
I am always worried about these 5-year 
plans. I am mindful in the Soviet 
Union they used to call these 5-year 
gosplan, the economic future plan, and 
I used to have to deny that they were 
any kin to me. They spell it dif
ferently. 

Fortunately, this plan is no compari
son to what they were doing in the So
viet Union. But what we are doing does 
need a little modification. That is what 
we are about here today, trying to get 
a handle on the emergency spending 
and to account for it properly and 
truthfully, and make sure that emer
gency spending is truly emergency 
spending. Frankly, what we have today 
is a new part to buy off the A-to-Z pro
gram, which we seem to be unable to 
get forward in its purest form on the 
floor. Many of us think we should do 
that. I think that would be something 
worthwhile doing if we are not going to 
spend time on more substantive mat
ters, such as crime and health. 

Like the so-called Budget Control 
Act we passed several weeks ago, this 
bill has no substance. So I do not think 
we need to waste too much time on it. 

It does have two main provisions. 
The first allows Members to offer as a 
motion to strike nonemergency items 
in an emergency spending bill and, sec
ond, provides a point of order against 
any nonemergency items if they vio
late current 602(b) allocations. Good 
idea. We could already do it. But it is 
a good idea. 

While it may come as a surprise to 
those Members who are largely unfa
miliar with the open-rule process, the 
standing rules of the House already 
provide for both these measures. My 
friend from Massachusetts, the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, confirmed this fact to me as we 
were marking up this legislation on 
last Tuesday. 

Under an open rule, any Member can 
come to the floor and off er a motion to 
strike nonemergency funds in an emer
gency bill. In addition, under an open 
rule, one that does not contain a blan
ket waiver, that is an important point, 
one that is not protected by the Rules 
Committee, there is already a point of 
order against nonemergency provisions 
that violate the spending caps. So why 
waste time debating this measure? We 
have already accomplished what we set 
out to do if we just obey our own rules. 

I for one am hopeful that the House 
will adopt one of the substitute amend
ments to be offered, and that is the 
possible area of progress today. Each of 
these would bring us closer to estab
lishing some fiscal responsibility in the 
emergency spending process, which is 
what we should be doing rather than 
giving the appearance of changing our 
rules. Al though each one of these 
amendments comes from a slightly dif
ferent point of view, thus each one 
would be an improvement over the base 
bill, they go about the legislation in a 
different way. 

To wit: The Johnson amendment 
would require that all emergency funds 
be subject to budget limits, and it in
cludes a lookback measure which pro
vides that if an emergency appropria
tion goes over the budget allocation for 
that year, then the discretionary 
spending limits for the next fiscal year 
shall be reduced by that amount. 

Now, that is not exactly a brand-new 
idea. Most American families who op
erate on a budget understand if the 
roof falls in this year and they have to 
spend the money that they were going 
to use for a vacation to fix the roof, 
there is not going to be money to spend 
for the vacation. We do not want the 
roof to fall in, but occasionally that 
does happen. And when that does hap
pen, as we just saw did happen in 
northern Florida and Carolina and 
Georgia, where this little storm is com
ing up the coast now, we have people in 
need. We set out to bail them out, and 
that means that there may not be 
money for vacations. That is sort of a 
moot point anyway because we seem to 
have cancelled vacations this summer. 

But I think the analogy is clear for 
most Americans. If you spend it some 
place else on an emergency basis, you 
do not have it left to spend on what 
you thought you were going to spend it 
for. 

The second amendment today is the 
Castle amendment, which would simi
larly require emergency spending to be 
subject to budget limits. It would re
quire Congress to set aside adequate 
funds within current discretionary caps 
to pay for natural disasters and other 
emergencies. Again, not a brand-new 
idea, called a rainy day provision or a 
rainy day fund in most family budget
ing exercises. A good idea to plan 
ahead. 

Finally, the Penny-Kasich-Stenholm 
amendment would end the practice of 
loading up emergency bills with pork, 
such as bridges or train stations or 
some of the other things we have seen 
in the last year, by imposing the com
monsense requirement that the emer
gency spending bills contain only 
emergency spending. Not exactly a new 
idea. Why not have emergency spend
ing in emergency spending bills, and 
only emergency spending? 

I think we all remember the acri
monious fight over the midwest flood 
bill last year, which was sparked when 
the House leadership told the Members 
we could not vote on an amendment to 
simply pay for the funds we were pro
viding. That just did not work. We got 
in quite a fuss about it. 

It took quite some time, and there 
was some question as to whether the 
relief would be provided on a timely 
basis. It was delivered on a timely 
basis, but only after a great strain 
here, which was not necessary. 

I am sure the Los Angeles earth
quake bill, which was loaded up with 
nonessential items in the other body, is 
still fresh in many Members' minds. We 
have an opportunity here to address 
some or all of the problems we encoun
tered with these bills, but only if we re
ject, reject the base Spratt bill and 
adopt one of the substitutes. Now, we 
have to reject the base Spratt bill in 
every instance, at the beginning in 
general debate and that when we get 
through with the king-of-the-hill proc
ess, we come back to the Spratt bill to 
vote on, and we have to reject it at 
that time as well. 

I think it is unfortunate that we are 
considering these measures before the 
National Disaster Task Force has re
ported its findings. It has been over a 
year since that task force has been 
working, and frankly we should have 
had a report back by now. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute amendments that will im
prove this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. 
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank (b) outlay allocations. Under current 

the gentleman for yielding this time to rules, a point of order can be made only 
me. when 602 (a) or (b) budget authority is 

I rise to explain and urge support for exceeded. 
the base bill, H.R. 4906, which is called 
the Emergency Spending Control Act. 
In a nutshell, this bill would make it 
more difficult to fold nonemergency 
spending into emergency spending 
bills. At present, when emergency 
spending bills come before the House, 
nonemergency spending items are 
often included. Some of these, I will 
have to admit, would not stand scru
tiny in the normal process but they got 
folded into these bills and enacted be
cause these bills are must-pass emer
gency bills. 

This bill, H.R. 4906, would not make 
it impossible to include nonemergency 
items with emergency projects because 
there are occasions, as I explained, 
when that flexibility is needed. But it 
would make it more difficult to piggy
back unwarranted, extraneous items 
into emergency spending bills. Let me 
cover in some detail the provisions of 
this base bill. 

First of all, H.R. 4906 provides that 
when the House takes up an emergency 
spending bill that includes a non
emergency spending item, any Member 
may move to strike the nonemergency 
item and demand a recorded vote. If 
nine others support the request, a roll
call is ordered. That is a way of under
scoring, I believe, that these should be 
exceptional procedures, inclusion of 
nonemergency i terns in emergency 
spending bills. In essence, the bill re
duces the number needed to demand a 
vote from 25 to 10, but it is here to em
phasize the principle. 

Second, the bill requires that all non
emergency spending proposals, when 
included with emergency spending 
bills, have to fall below the discre
tionary spending cap provided under 
both 602(a) and 602(b) of the Budget En
forcement Act of 1990. This only reaf
firms current law and practice, but I 
think it is worth emphasizing because 
in a "Dear Colleague" put out by the 
Penny-Kasich-Stenholm supporters, it 
indicates that when nonemergency 
spending is included in an emergency 
spending bill, it somehow becomes 
transmuted and becomes exempt from 
the discretionary spending caps. In
deed, their letter says this spending is 
also exempt from the discretionary 
spending caps which, when proposed in 
1990, were a key instrument of deficit 
reduction. This exemption adds to the 
many temptations of these matters. 
That is an erroneous statement. All 
nonemergency spending included in an 
emergency spending bill is subject to 
the spending caps by law. But this bill, 
to make it clear to everybody, includ
ing Penny, Kasich, and Stenholm, 
makes the principle explicit. 

Third, this bill would for the first 
time create a point of order when non
emergency items exceed the 602 (a) or 
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Now I think, taken all together, 

these are reasonably rigorous condi
tions, but more flexible than proce
dures laid out in any of the alter
natives, and I think, for example, flexi
bility is in order when we are dealing 
with disasters and emergencies. 

The Castle substitute would mandate 
a budget reserve account, which would 
have to be taken out of the discre
tionary spending, carved out below the 
line, below the cap which is already a 
tight cap. It would have to be taken 
out of that $540-plus billion allocation, 
reducing it, according to Castle's best 
estimates, by over' $5 billion, because 
that is the average we have spent on 
emergencies over the last 5 years. This 
$5 billion will be stored away in a budg
et reserve account, and then we would 
appropriate out of it when the case or 
requirement arose. If it was not need
ed, if we did not draw down the full ac
count in any fiscal year, then it would 
revert to Treasury for deficit reduction 
at the end of the year. There would be 
no carryover of the unexpended bal
ance, so next year we would have to 
whack another 5 billion, plus or minus, 
out of the discretionary spending allo
cation. But, on the other hand, if the 
reserve account were inadequate, the 
Castle amendment would repeal the 
dispensation for emergency spending 
that we now have in the Budget En
forcement Act of i990, which allows it 
to be made over and above the discre
tionary spending allocation. At least 
this is my reading of it, and Castle 
leaves us to then figure out what hap
pens if we have a deep recession or war 
and we need emergency spending. Then 
we either have to take it out of discre
tionary spending, which is already 
strained, pressed tight, or we have to 
somehow or another invent a statutory 
mechanism for exceeding the limit. 

The Johnson substitute contains an
other provision which I think could 
create havoc in the House. This sub
stitute would allow emergency spend
ing in a given year, but it would force 
a reduction in the discretionary ac
count for the next year in an amount 
equal to any emergency spending over 
the cap in the prior year, but because 
of the way it is drafted the Johnson 
substitute would force sequestration in 
the amount equal to the amount of 
emergency spending. In other words, if 
Congress appropriated $5 billion in 
emergency spending, the Johnson sub
stitute would require a $5 billion reduc
tion in the spending cap for the follow-
ing year. 

Johnson would require, first of all, 
the $5 billion reduction in the spending 
cap for the following fiscal year, but, 
as drafted, it would also force a $5 bil-

lion sequestration in the year the 
emergency money is spent. So, that 
means that the $5 l::>illion in emergency 
spending could really require a $10 bil
lion cut in discretionary spending. This 
happens because the Johnson sub
stitute repeals section 251(b)(2)(D) of 
Gramm-Rudman which exempts emer
gency spending from sequestration. 
This may be an unintended con
sequence, but, as I read the substitute, 
it is a consequence nonetheless. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, Stenholm
Penny-Kasich is the least onerous of 
the three substitutes, but it, too, could 
have regrettable results because it 
would prevent us from ever, ever tak
ing up emergency spending as part of a 
nonemergency spending bill. Does this 
matter? It matters. Just last week, 
when we put Rwandan aid in the for
eign operation bill, a germane bill, a 
moving vehicle, and, in light of the dire 
humanitarian need, the best way to en
sure timely approval, it mattered in 
the other body when we were able to 
add Georgia disaster relief. 

So, this flexibility is needed, and 
that is why I think the base bill is a 
better choice or the best choice of the 
three, and I urge support for it. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. NUSSLE] a mem
ber of the committee. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] 
for yielding this time to me. 

Really what we have today with re
gard to emergencies is five issues. We 
want to prevent, we want to plan, we 
want to provide, we want to pay, and 
we want to eliminate pork, and that is 
the reason that the special task force 
was appointed by the leadership last 
year to deal with emergencies because 
we were not preventing disasters from 
happening when we knew we could 
mitigate problems. We were not plan
ning ahead as a country recognizing 
that, hey, folks, earthquakes happen, 
hurricanes happen. We were not provid
ing assistance to victims quickly 
enough. Everyone from an affected 
area can tell us that. We were not pay
ing for our disasters, and we know now 
about all the pork barrell that was hid
den in the bill. 

The task force was established by the 
leadership, and the Republicans, I will 
tell my colleagues, are ready to come 
forward with a report. Their report will 
include the provisions that we discuss 
here today. But the House needs to ex
plain today to the people of this coun
try our position on whether or not we 
should plan, and whether or not we 
should pay, and whether or not we 
should have pork. 

I say to my colleagues, "I understand 
that the gentleman says that there will 
be panic in the House, but imagine 
yourselves sitting around the kitchen 
table dealing with a flood, maybe the 
flood up to the rim of that kitchen 
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table, panicking, trying to figure out 
how to now pay your bills, how to deal 
with this disaster. We do not have a 
disaster pending right now, the likes of 
which we saw last year, although there 
are people in peril around our country. 
They want to know we are not going to 
panic, but we are going to plan, provide 
and pay." 

Mr. Chairman, we need to explain to 
victims that have been shaken to 
death, or have been blown away, or 
flooded up to their hip boots, why we 
have no coordinated plan for preven
tion, why this country is in shock that 
disasters even happen. We do not plan 
ahead. We need to explain to victims 
why they are held hostage to politics, 
to CNN and to pork barren spending, 
and of course politicians with wrinkled 
brows like to walk around fields that 
have been flooded and promise victims 
help when they know full well that 
their colleagues are going to have 
pork. We have to explain to them why 
in the world, why in the world that a 
fingerprint agency, or that a Union 
Station, or some kind of special project 
for some election-worried politician is 
more important than flood assistance, 
why that with no hearings, and no 
committee meetings, and no public dis
close, how these bills just kind of slip 
through. People want to know that. 
They want to know how those deci
sions are made. 

Under this rule, which has been 
called king of the hill, it has really 
stacked the deck. We cannot explain to 
that person who sits around their 
kitchen table and worries, but for that 
family that does sit around the kitchen 
table, and wants to be responsible and 
accountable, we need to plan, and we 
need to eliminate the pork. These bills 
here today do that. We should do more 
than just tell them, "Well, we may just 
vote on these bills." That is not good 
enough. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss], my colleague, for 
yielding this time to me, and I want to 
briefly revisit the discussion that took 
place under the rule because, although 
the substance of this particular bill is 
important, I think far more important 
is the underlying understanding of the 
public and its growing awareness of the 
concept of the so-called king-of-the
hill. It is important because we are 
going to face other very extreme and 
important measures in the near future; 
the health bill is the first one that 
comes to mind. I have been intimately 
involved in building health care, so I 
am very concerned about the kind of 
rule that it will come to the floor 
under. 

In Sunday's New York Times, August 
14 edition, there was an editorial about 
king-of-the-hill, and of course we know 

that it is a misnomer, it is not king-of
the-hill. It is whichever measure was 
voted on last that passes wins. 

The Democratic leadership has com
plained mightily about what has hap
pened to the discharge petition process. 
I can say that the reason the discharge 
petition process is now in its current 
state of a number of bills at the desk 
getting signatures to be discharged is 
because the Democratic leadership 
would not respond to the will of the 
House. I say, "You keep that lid on the 
kettle as it tries to boil over, and what 
you get is the result of the discharge 
petitions at the desk. I can tell you the 
king-of-the-hill is next." 

D 1140 
The arguments that I heard in terms 

of support for the king-of-the-hill, if 
you were the average American listen
ing to this debate, are absolutely ab
surd. It clearly is an enormous advan
tage for the Democrats, with the con
trol they have in the House and on the 
Rules Committee, to place a bill which 
may not be the best bill in an advan
taged position under the rule, and pro
viding that whichever one passes last 
wins-not that it got the most support, 
but the one that was voted on last 
passes. 

That was exactly the point of the 
New York Times editorial, although it 
refers generally to the heal th care de
bate. But the last paragraph of that ar
ticle is a general statement about the 
king-of-the-hill process, and it says: 
"Before the House can begin to create 
an acceptable bill"-any bill, including 
this one-"Members need the freedom 
to amend the bills that their leaders 
will put before them. If the leadership 
insists on imposing king-of-the-hill 
procedures, the outcome will be any
thing but lordly." 

Let me tell you, you act as though 
you are in a conundrum and there is no 
other way to deal with this issue. 
There is clearly another way to deal 
with this issue, which is another prob
lem that the leadership of this House 
has not fairly or fundamentally ad
dressed, and that is what we call in the 
world I used to be in, the academic 
world, plagiarism. If you want to find 
out which bill should be the underlying 
bill, take the bill that was introduced 
first dealing with the concept. 

Interestingly enough, the Democrats 
have argued that this underlying bill, 
with the king-of-the-hill structure 
from the Rules Committee, is H.R. 4906. 
This bill was crafted in the Rules Com
mittee. 

The gentleman mentioned another 
bill, H.R. 4434, which is called the com
monsense bill. Well, guess what? H.R. 
3266, A-to-Z, came first, and this is 
what happened: What happens a lot of 
times around here is that if somebody 
has a good idea and they introduce it 
as a bill-for example, the A-to-Z bill, 
introduced as H.R. 3266-the first bill 

that goes in gets H.R. 1, and the second 
bill gets H.R. 2, so at least in this con
gressional session, H.R. 3266 was intro
duced before any of the other bills that 
were discussed. 

What happens is that the Democrat 
leadership sees a good idea coming 
along and they are afraid that it may 
gain momentum, so they introduce 
their own bill in an attempt to cir
cumvent, cut off, deny that earlier 
original idea. 

I think we need some kind of an un
derstanding that the House needs to 
honor intellectual property rights, just · 
as we are doing in these international 
treaties, General Agreements on Tar
iffs and Trade, and others, so that if 
somebody gets an idea first, you ought 
not play games in the Rules Committee 
and come up with a weakened version, 
a modified version, and give it a pref
erential position in the discussion, as 
they have done. 

If you are looking for a way out of 
the conundrum you have built for 
yourself in terms of how to deal with 
these issues, why not show a little re
spect for intellectual honesty and say 
the first bill introduced is the underly
ing bill? All other bills coming later, 
those that try to modify, would be con
sidered later. If you want to hang onto 
king-of-the-hill, at least be intellectu
ally honest about it and get the num
bers of the bills that were introduced 
first as the underlying bills. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
the dubious distinction of cochairing a 
task force on emergencies with the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EMER
SON]. He and I will be able to tell the 
Members, after months of deliberation, 
that this is an extraordinary subject 
and al though many of my colleagues 
and those listening will view this topic 
as dry as dust-in fact, it deals in very 
real terms with human tragedies and 
disasters that come to the United 
States that must be dealt with-I am 
afraid that some of the suggestions 
that are being made today are being 
made in a vacuum. Some of the amend
ments that will be offered on the floor 
today do not take into consideration 
our past experience. I think we as leg
islators have a responsibility, when we 
deliberate serious topics like this, to 
consider our past experience before em
barking on what appears to be a very 
simple answer. 

When it comes to dealing with disas
ters in the United States, I can tell the 
Members that it is a very complicated 
situation. Let me give a couple of ex
amples. One of my colleagues-I be
lieve it is the gentleman from Dela
ware [Mr. CASTLE]-has suggested that 
we should set aside some type of an 
emergency reserve account, a rainy 
day fund. To most people who try to 
put a little savings in the bank to take 
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care of unforeseen circumstances, it is 
a perfectly reasonable thing to do, and 
I frankly think it is a reasonable thing 
to do. But how much money should we 
put into this account? If we use past 
experiences as a guide, if we use an av
erage, we might say that we spent 
about an average of $3 to $5 billion a 
year on disasters in the United States. 
But I would say, from the testimony 
before our task force, that the poten
tial for future liabilities resulting from 
disasters is way beyond that. 

In fact, we have had testimony before 
us to suggest that a major earthquake 
in San Francisco could result in a li
ability of some $60 billion, and $88 bil
lion in Los Angeles. If Hurricane An
drew had struck Miami, we would be 
dealing with a price tag of about $50 
billion. We have been very lucky in 
this country. We have had disasters, 
and people have suffered, but the po
tential for losses is even greater. 

The potential for disasters cannot be 
overlooked when we talk about these 
so-called rainy day funds and get very 
honest and serious about how far they 
will go. 

There is another suggestion from my 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. SAM JOHNSON] that we · should be 
reducing the spending in next year's 
budget cycle by whatever we spent for 
disasters in the previous year. On its 
face, it sounds like a perfectly reason
able suggestion, but there are two very 
serious problems here. 

In the first instance, if we accept his 
approach, we would have to cut out in 
next year's spending about $12 billion if 
we are going to take out what was 
spent this year on disasters. Half of 
that money will come from the Depart
ment of Defense. I wonder if the gen
tleman from Texas knows that. About 
$6 billion under the gentleman's bill 
would have to be cut from next year's 
defense appropriation in order to con
form with his amendment. 

Let me also suggest to the gentleman 
that the problem goes far beyond that. 
We have a situation here where creat
ing this reserve account and trying to 
guess what is going to occur in the fu
ture is a very difficult thing to do. The 
gentleman from Texas may recall when 
he considers the implications of his 
amendment that we went through 
Desert Storm and Desert Shield several 
years ago. The Bush administration de
clared it an emergency. We then appro
priated over $42 billion for Desert 
Storm and Desert Shield. Eventually, 
we were paid back by our allies, but 
the gentleman from Texas with his 
amendment would have required us in 
the next fiscal year to cut that much 
out of spending even though we knew 
we were going to get the money paid 
back to us. So on the surface what the 
gentleman says sounds very reason
able, but our human experience and our 
experience here in the Congress sug
gests that it is a little more com
plicated. 

I urge my colleagues-who, when told 
that there is a bill on budget reform, 
say, "I'm for it; what is it?"-to stop 
and take a look at it. I think frankly 
the gentleman from Texas has a good 
idea, but in practical application it has 
some very serious flaws and problems 
with it. Perhaps we can work on im
proving it. But until then, I hope that 
my colleagues will read this very care
fully and understand that we are deal
ing not with a very simple issue here 
but a very complicated one. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], our 
chief budge teer. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would first of all tell 
the Members that this bill that we 
have today, the Penny-Kasich-Sten
holm bill, is our third effort to try to 
bring some significant budget reforms 
to the House of Representatives. 

I do appreciate what the gentleman 
from Illinois had to say about the dif
ficulty of trying to plan for emer
gencies and providing a separate fund, 
and I think it probably is a difficult 
process. That is why I believe that we 
ought to keep these emergency bills 
clean, as a starter, and that is essen
tially what we are trying to do today 
in the proposal that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], 
and I are offering. 

D 1150 
Let me just show you that in the last 

emergency bill that passed this House, 
as that bill left the House of Represent
atives to provide money for the earth
quake in Los Angeles plus a number of 
other earthquakes, and, by the way, I 
would tell you our bill is slightly modi
fied, because we do provide that more 
than one emergency can be in an emer
gency bill. What we want to say though 
is the only money that should be in an 
emergency bill is money for the emer
gency. Any nonemergency money 
should not be attached to an emer
gency bill. 

Why? For a number of different rea
sons, one of which is you get these non
emergency i terns on this fast moving 
emergency bill, you do not have the 
scrutiny you ought to have, and then 
we wake up on Monday morning and in 
the paper are stories like I am about to 
tell you. 

The emergency bill that provided 
money for the earthquake in Califor
nia, after it came back from the Sen
ate, it added $1.4 million to fight po
tato fungus. It added $2.3 million for 
FDA pay raises. It had $10 million for a 
new Amtrak station in New York. It 
had $40 million for the space shuttle. It 
had $20 million for a fingerprint lab. It 
had $500,000 for U.S. Trade Rep travel. 
It also contained some other items like 
$5.2 million for the Bureau of Public 
Debt. 

What we are saying is these pro
grams, whether they are good or bad, 
ought to be done in the normal appro
priation process. They should not be 
included on the fast track with emer
gencies. 

I think the public clearly wants this. 
I hope that the House clearly wants 
that the only thing we are going to say 
is when we have an emergency, we will 
provide money for that emergency, and 
we will attach no other riders to that 
bill. That is what we are asking for. 

Now, people can say, for example, in 
the Spratt amendment, which we have 
to defeat under this king-of-the-hill 
rule, well, you can come to the House 
floor and you can try to eliminate 
these programs if you do not like them. 
But let me explain to you, to the Mem
bers of this House, the difficulty that 
we have. 

As you can see, the potato fungus and 
the FDA and the Amtrak and the 
Space Shuttle and the fingerprint lab 
and the U.S. Trade Representative 
were all added in the Senate. So what 
happens is these get added in the Sen
ate. We end up in a conference commit
tee, the bill comes back to the House of 
Representatives, and the only way for 
us to fight any of these additions is to 
kill the conference report, which would 
mean that we would have to come to 
the House floor and we would have to 
vote against aid to earthquake victims 
in California in order to strip out the 
potato fungus funding, if we felt it was 
not necessary. 

That is a choice that no one wants to 
be in. I can tell you that even the ef
forts made by my courageous col
league, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
NUSSLE], and my colleagues, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] and 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY], in an effort to try to pay for 
the last earthquake, many of our col
leagues were upset because it appeared 
as though we were trying to slow down 
aid to the earthquake victims, which 
clearly no one in this House was inter
ested in doing. But there was no way to 
fight this, coming back from a con
ference committee, other than to de
feat earthquake aid. That is not a 
choice anybody wanted to make. 

How do we avoid this? How do we 
avoid loading these bills up with items 
clearly not related to the emergency? 

The way in which we do it is we say 
we are going to have a clean emer
gency. If there is an earthquake in 
California, let us meet day and night 
and get the money provided. Let us not 
load it up with a bunch of other things. 
If we need these other provisions, let us 
put it in a separate supplemental bill, 
-put it on the regular track, and then 
approve it separately. 

I think this is a very big step in re
storing public confidence in the credi
bility of the spending patterns of this 
body and the U.S. Senate. 

So what I would argue is that you all 
need to come to the House floor, if you 
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are concerned about riders, which I 
know your constituents are, you should 
vote for the Kasich-Penny-Stenholm 
amendment. You should defeat the 
Spratt amendment, which is nothing 
other than current law. If you want to 
go against the status quo, if you want 
to suggest that emergencies only ought 
to contain emergency funding, that we 
ought not put potato fungus or FDA 
pay raises in an emergency bill, vote 
for Penny-Kasich-Stenholm. Reject 
Spratt. And that way we can make a 
significant difference in public credibil
ity when it comes to our spending pat
terns in this body. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I have very 
seldom in the history of the House seen 
a more misleading presentation than I 
just witnessed in this well, and I will 
explain in a moment why it is mislead
ing. But first I want to put in context 
what it is we are being asked to do 
today in this seance. 

Let me start by saying that I think 
everybody in this House recognizes 
that there has been a terrible deficit 
problem facing this country. We never 
had a deficit larger than $74 billion 
until Congress passed the Reagan budg
et proposals in 1982, which took us to 
deficits of almost $300 billion. We have 
been trying to get out from under ever 
since. 

But I think it is safe to say that any
one who analyzes the budget under
stands that the root of the fiscal prob
lems facing the United States cannot 
be found in the appropriation portion 
of the budget. Because whether you 
look at appropriated funds in real dol
lar terms, or as a share of the budget, 
or as a portion of the economy, you 
will see that they have declined-in 
contrast to entitlements, which is the 
problem in creating the deficits that 
we deal with today. 

A decade ago discretionary spending, 
which is what we appropriate, equalled 
11 percent of gross domestic product. It 
will be 8 percent this year. It will be 6.5 
percent by the end of the decade. 

Under the 5-year budget agreement 
we are living under, we are under a 5-
year freeze in nominal dollars. That 
means that we will be, in real dollar 
terms, shrinking what we spend in the 
appropriations process by 10 percent 
over the next 5 years. That is going to 
require some draconian reductions. 

The House this year in the appropria
tion bills which we passed cut 395 pro
grams below last year's level. And I am 
not talking about cutting the rate of 
increase; I am talking about cutting 
actual spending below the amount that 
was spent last year. Three hundred and 
ninety-five programs. Thirty-six Fed
eral programs were eliminated alto
gether. Those bills were $10.8 billion 
below the 1993 buciget, $5 billion below 

the President, and $3.9 billion below 
this year's budget resolution. 

Now I want to get to the specific 
amendments at hand. We are told that 
to deal with this problem we ought to 
pass the Johnson amendment, for in
stance. The Johnson amendment 
claims that what it does is that if we 
have to appropriate $10 billion in emer
gency supplementals, it claims that we 
will then in the following fiscal year 
have to cut a similar amount out of the 
next fiscal year's appropriated 
amounts. 

That, however, is not what the John
son amendment does. Because the 
Johnson amendment has a drafting 
error, as everybody knows. That draft
ing error means it requires you to dou
ble cut. It requires you to take a $11 
billion cut this year, and another $11 
billion cut next year if that amend
ment passes. So it requires you to cut 
$2 out of the budget for every dollar 
that you spend in an emergency supple
mental. That may make sense to some
body on this floor; it does not make 
sense to me. 

Second, the Castle amendment has a 
grain of sense to it. I, frankly, of the 
three amendments, would prefer a ver
sion of the Castle amendment to any of 
the three before us today. 

But the Castle amendment is also 
flawed. The Castle amendment says we 
ought to have a rainy day fund. I agree 
with that. We do have one this year of 
about $800 million. I think it ought to 
be larger. If I have anything to say 
about it next year, it is going to be 
larger. 

But the problem with the Castle 
amendment is that it says OK, we are 
going to have a rainy day fund, and if 
we have emergencies, we are going to 
fund them out of that fund. But there 
is no limit to the amount that has to 
be put into that fund. 

In other words, if you have a nuclear 
war, you can still not make an excep
tion. You still have to reduce funding 
to accommodate for the emergency 
spending. So what starts out as a rea
sonable idea becomes ludicrous on its 
face, because you make no exceptions. 
You put no limits above which we will 
recognize it is a genuine emergency, 
which has to be funded as such. 

The Stenholm amendment is merely 
inconvenient, because the Stenholm 
amendment is meant to do something 
which is good. The Stenholm amend
ment is meant to avoid some of the rid
ers that we sometimes see attached 
around here. But because of the way it 
is drafted, it goes way too far. 

What it says, for instance, is we can
not put an emergency item in a regular 
appropriation bill, even if there are no 
other riders. 

0 1200 
We just got done doing that, because 

we felt that the fastest way to deal 
with the Rwanda disaster problem was 

to put it in the foreign assistance bill 
which was moving through here at that 
time. 

What harm was there in that? We 
simply solved the problem in the most 
expeditious manner possible. 

Now I want to get to the comments 
of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH]. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] has pointed to a number of addi
tional items that were added in emer
gency bills and would lead Members to 
believe that that meant that the defi
cit went up because of that. The fact is 
that what he did not tell Members is 
that every single one of them was off
set by a rescission. 

If Members take a look at what CBO 
says, this will spell out that between 
1991 and 1994, including the time period 
mentioned by the gentleman, that we 
provided $700 million more in deficit 
reducing offsets than were provided by 
add-ons of a nonemergency nature. So 
even if we argue with an individual 
item, and I certainly do, do not be de
ceived by the prior speech. Do not be
lieve that we have not offset those 
funds; we have. We have, in fact, cut 
the deficit by an extra $700 million 
below the amount that we would have 
been required in order to offset fully all 
of the items cited by the gentleman. 

I do not mind it when anybody tries 
to make a point in legislative debate. I 
do mind when in the process they do 
not let facts get in the way of their 
making a point. Facts ought to govern, 
not ideology and not political claims. 

The fact is that in the supplemental 
that the gentleman was talking about 
last year, in the 1994 supplemental, we 
offset every single dollar that he had 
on that chart and then some. And I 
think that good faith requires that 
that be made quite clear on this House 
floor. 

In summary what I would simply say 
is that I think the Castle amendment 
offers us the possibility of eventually 
working out a rational compromise, be
cause I do believe in the principle of 
having a rainy day fund. The question 
ought to become, what is a reasonable 
size and at what point do we recognize 
we have a legitimate emergency on our 
hands? 

I do not believe it is rational for this 
House to say that even in time of a nu
clear war, we are going to require off
sets. How far do Members think we 
would have gotten in World War II, if 
we had had to operate under those 
budget items? I do not think we would 
have won the war that way, my col
leagues. So it seems to me that if we 
want to pursue these ideas, fine, but 
pursue them in a constructive, ration
al, and disciplined way. 

What is going on here today is these 
are three free votes. Members get a 
chance to vote three times in a "let's 
pretend" manner, to pretend they are 
cutting the deficit. We all know these 
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bills are not going anywhere. I agree 
with the gentleman on that side of the 
aisle who said this is a colossal waste 
of time. I think it is an outrageous 
waste of the House time. I really be
lieve we ought to get down to the seri
ous business of designing that a rainy 
day fund really ought to look like. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, no one ever argued that these were 
not paid for in some way. They should 
not be included on the fast track with 
an emergency bill and not undergoing 
the general scrutiny like the rest of 
the appropriation bills. 

No. 2, I resent the fact that the Sen
ate adds potato fungus and I have to 
kill the whole earthquake in order to 
strip it out. 

No. 3, CBO came out and they studied 
supplemental appropriations in 1980's, 
the way in which we paid for them. 

Do Members know what CBO said? 
Over half of the rescinded funds were 
unlikely to have been spent if they had 
remained available and were scheduled 
to lapse in the near future. In other 
words, these rescissions are a sham. 
They are a sham. This money would 
not have been spent, and now they are 
trying to claim they are paying for it. 
The simple fact of the matter is that if 
we had not loaded it up, we would have 
had lower deficits in this country. 

The bottom line is, do not attach, do 
not attach these programs to emer
gencies. Do not let the Congress of the 
United States attach riders to bills like 
earthquake assistance. That is really 
the bottom line. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I point out 
the $1.4 million item the gentleman is 
talking about was not added by the 
Senate. It was in the President's budg
et. It was not an add on. I do not mind 
if the gentleman wants to make the 
fact, but I wish it had something to do 
with the truth. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, while it 
is in fact true that the potato fungus, 
I am not against fighting potato fun
gus, was added, was in the President's 
budget, it was added in the Senate 
when the emergency bill went. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, at the re
quest of the President. It was in the 
budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I said 
that this was put in in the Senate. 
That is exactly right. The gentleman is 
not correct. That is what I said. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman is wrong. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to come to the floor to debate 
proposals to reform the process by 
which we consider emergency spending. 
There clearly is widespread concern 
about the current process of enacting 
emergency appropriations bills. Today, 
the House will have an opportunity to 
consider several proposals to improve 
this process. 

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 
established a "safety valve" to allow 
Congress and the President to meet un
expected needs. When we passed the 
Budget Enforcement Act in 1990, few of 
us anticipated that we would utilize 
the emergency provision 16 times to 
spend $90 billion within 4 years. Ex
cluding the funds for Desert Storm 
that were ultimately offset by foreign 
contributions, we have added over $30 
billion to the national debt through 
emergency spending legislation. In ad
dition, as the Washington Post noted 
in an editorial earlier this week, 
"emergency bills have been vehicles to 
which (appropriators) have often been 
able to add other projects that might 
have failed to withstand scrutiny on 
their own.'' 

We will have the opportunity to vote 
on two thoughtful proposals that would 
end the practice of adding emergency 
spending bills to the deficit. I person
ally support both of these amendments 
because I do not believe that we should 
add more than $6 billion to the deficit 
each year for unexpected emergency 
spending. It seems to me that if we are 
going to pass several bills spending bil
lions of dollars in disaster relief each 
year, we should set up a procedure to 
provide funding for disaster assistance 
through the regular budget process in
stead of relying on an unrestricted, ad 
hoc process. 

Representative SAM JOHNSON will 
offer an amendment based on legisla
tion he and I have introduced which 
will effectively require Congress and 
the President to offset increased spend
ing for emergency spending through 
spending cuts in the next year. This 
will give Congress and the President 
time to come up with offsetting spend
ing cuts through the regular process 
instead of being forced to find offsets in 
the relatively short window in which 
emergency spending bills are consid
ered. 

Representative MIKE CASTLE will 
offer an amendment replacing the cur
rent process of exempting emergency 
spending from spending restraints with 
a reserve fund for the regular funding 
of disaster assistance. This proposal 
will force Congress to plan for emer
gencies when we put together the budg
et resolution each year instead of pre
tending that the need for disaster as
sistance can't be anticipated and in
cluded in the regular budget. 

Since emergency spending is exempt 
from budget constraints, there is a 

temptation to spend money in emer
gency appropriations bills with less re
view than normally occurs. Requiring 
that Congress pay for emergency 
spending bills instead of adding the 
costs to the deficit will force us to be 
more responsible in appropriating dis
aster relief. We will be less likely to 
pass emergency appropriations for 
items that may not truly deserve the 
emergency designation and will subject 
expenditures for emergency relief to 
greater scrutiny. 

Both of these bills will be criticized 
for not providing Congress with the 
flexibility to deal with large, unex
pected emergencies that cannot be 
funded within regular budget con
straints. The criticism ignores the fact 
that if a crisis occurs, requiring that 
we spend beyond the discretionary 
spending caps, we could enact legisla
tion increasing the caps. Disaster relief 
should be provided outside budget rules 
and added to the deficit only as a last 
resort, instead of as an automatic mat
ter of course. 

If we take our votes on the Johnson 
and Castle amendments and the House 
is not willing to take the step of re
quiring that we pay for emergency 
spending bills, we should at least stop 
these bills from becoming a vehicle for 
unrelated items to piggyback on. At 
the Rules Committee last week, there 
was widespread agreement that there is 
a problem with unrelated extraneous 
items being slipped into emergency ap
propriations bills. None of us like to 
read on Monday morning about pork
barrel items that were included in 
emergency appropriations bills after 
they were signed into law. Public cyni
cism about Government is increased by 
reports of stories of questionable 
spending items that sailed through 
Congress as part of an emergency 
spending bill. We need to deal with this 
problem for the sake of the institution. 

The base bill reaffirms the ability 
which Members of the House currently 
have to strike nonemergency items 
from the bill. However, the base bill 
suffers from four fundamental flaws. 

First, the provisions of the bill can 
be waived by the Rules Committee. 
Current House rules allow a motion to 
strike items from appropriations bills, 
but supplemental appropriations bills 
often are considered under rules that 
strictly limit amendments. For exam
ple, the rule for consideration of the 
supplemental appropriations bill for 
Midwest flood relief did not allow any 
amendments. The base bill would still 
allow the Rules Cammi ttee to report a 
rule preventing members from offering 
amendments to strike nonemergency 
items from emergency appropriations 
bills. 

Second, the base bill creates the pre
sumption that nonemergency items 
should be included in emergency appro
priations bills. Since emergency appro
priations bills usually are considered 
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rapidly, members rarely have the time 
to review the merits of individual non
emergency i terns. The result will be to 
allow spending to continue to flow to 
nonemergency items through emer
gency appropriations bills with little 
or no review. 

Third, the base bill does not apply to 
extraneous legislative, nonspending 
items that are slipped into emergency 
appropriations bills. Although this 
abuse is not as common, there have 
been several substantive policy 
changes made through emergency sup
plemental appropriations bills. 

Finally, and perhaps most impor
tantly, the base bill lets the other body 
off the hook because it does not apply 
to conference reports. The base bill 
does not address the issue of extra
neous i terns added to emergency bills 
in the other body at all. Since the only 
opportunity the House has to vote on 
these items is as part of a conference 
report, the base bill before us today 
would have no effect on extraneous 
spending i terns added to emergency 
spending bills by members of the other 
body. 

In contrast, the Kasich-Stenholm
Penny substitute would significantly 
clean up emergency appropriations 
bills. Our amendment would prohibit 
extraneous i terns from being incl l;lded 
in emergency appropriations bills and 
conference reports. We would prevent 
the other body from embarrassing us 
by adding extraneous i terns to emer
gency spending conference reports. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are serious about 
cleaning up the emergency spending 
process, we must pass the Kasich-Sten
holm-Penny amendment and defeat the 
Spratt substitute. 

D 1210 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am happy 

to yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAS
TLE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will 
rise informally in order that the House 
may receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The SPEAKER pro tern pore (Mr. 

HEFNER) assumed the chair. 
The SPEAKER .Pro tempore. The 

Chair will receive a message from the 
President of the United States. 

-A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

EMERGENCY SPENDING CONTROL 
ACT OF 1994 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding time to me, 
and I appreciate the opportunity to ad-

dress this issue. I also appreciate the 
opportunity to have the President de
liver a message at the point I speak. 

Mr. Chairman, some people say this 
is a waste of time, and perhaps in 
terms of legislative accomplishments 
it will be, but my view is we are focus
ing today on a problem which has 
plagued the Congress of the United 
States probably since its founding, but 
certainly since the last 10 or 12 years, 
since these appropriation bill pieces of 
legislation have come before us, and we 
have spent money without much dis
cipline and, frankly, not being within 
the budget caps that have been set ·by 
the various Congresses. 

Mr. Chairman, if nothing else, we are 
starting a debate which hopefully will 
culminate in some form of legislation 
which will help address this particular 
problem. I have an amendment, and I 
will be speaking to the amendment and 
answering some of the questions which 
have been asked about that amend
ment later today. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
state that there are basically, as I see 
it, two approaches to reform emer
gency spending which are going to 
come before the House today, the 
Spratt bill and the Penny-Kasich-Sten
holm amendments, which, by the way, 
I think are basically improvements, 
and seek to prevent nonemergency 
projects from being added to emer
gency spending bills. 

Mr. Chairman, the Castle amendment 
and the Johnson amendment seek to 
address a larger problem of not only 
making sure that we limit what we ap
propriate, but paying for disaster as
sistance within our budget limits. As 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OI;!EY] has already said today, that will 
be basically crating rainy day funds. I 
think the House should tackle the real 
problem of emergency spending and 
adopt the Johnson or Castle amend
ments. 

The Penny-Kasich-Stenholm amend
ment is clearly superior to the Spratt 
bill because it would allow a point of 
order against nonemergency spending 
in emergency spending bills. The 
Spratt bill would only allow a motion 
to strike which could be blocked by the 
Committee on Rules. 

However, the only real way to im
prove the emergency spending process 
is to require Congress to pay for disas
ter assistance within our budget limits. 
Only the Johnson and Castle amend
ments would achieve this critical re
form. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which 
I have proposed, the Castle amend
ment, would insert some much. needed 
planning into the emergency spending 
process by setting up a budget reserve 
account to hold funds for natural disas
ters. These funds would be included in 
the annual spending limits. This is the 
only responsible way to pay for emer
gencies. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just point out 
in response to what the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] stated, and 
I will be talking about this more at a 
later time, if indeed we had an emer
gency of a nuclear holocaust or some
thing else, a wartime emergency that 
was an indication for more than this, 
and we could not do it without other 
cuts within the budget, we could cer
tainly go back and waive all require
ments and appropriate at that point in 
a different sense. 

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line is 
that the ordinary domestic emer
gencies that we anticipate from year to 
year to happen in the United States of 
America should be done within the 
budget caps, should be appropriated 
each year, should be under a dis
ciplined process, should be addressed in 
terms of what those expenditures are 
going to be, and it will help with our 
budget-balancing process. I think for 
that reason this is a good debate, and 
one which will ultimately be fruitful. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BOEHNER]. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I come to the floor 
here today because I know there are a 
lot of sincere people here on the floor 
who want to change the rules to tight
en up the spending on emergency 
spending. It certainly needs to be 
tightened up, but as I sat here this 
morning and listened to the debate, I 
began to think about what happens on 
the floor almost each and every day. 

That is, the Committee on Rules, 
when they send legislation to the floor, 
decides to waive all points of order, de
cides to waive certain rules, and so, as 
I listened to the serious debate and the 
well-intentions of all of the Members 
who are involved in it, I scratch my 
head and wonder, why are we doing 
this? If the Committee on Rules is 
going to continue to waive points of 
order, waive certain rules on each day, 
then none of this makes any difference 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to the Members, 
as important as this debate is, as im
portant as the amendments are, the 
amendments of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON], the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE], 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM], and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH], they are good, but until 
we do something about reforming the 
Committee on Rules where we will ac
tually abide by the rules of the House, 
all of this is nothing more than a waste 
of time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to advise the chairman and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MOAKLEY], the distinguished chairman 
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of the Committee on Rules, that we Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is 
have no further requests for time, and a good way to do it. I think we are try
after a few remarks, I am going to ing to identify emergency spending for 
yield back the balance of my time, on what it is, provide a fund for it, and 
the understanding that the gentleman provide that that is not abused for non
from Massachusetts only has 2112 min- emergency spending. That is a real 
utes remaining, and one speaker. simple proposition and we really have 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such not solved that issue today. 
time as I may consume. I suspect the answer to that lies in 

Mr. Chairman, we have had a lot of the joint reform proposals embodied in 
things said in this debate. I think what H.R. 3801 which we are not hearing, 
this really boils down to is that the which we should be hearing, which 
U.S. Congress, the House of Represent- have been split, divided and scattered 
atives, has not yet come up with a way as far as I can see, and I think that is 
to find real funds for emergencies, and, a shame and all those people who have 
as well, not to spend those funds once worked so hard on reform of Congress 
we do find them on nonemergencies. basically are very disappointed about 

That is the task we have set out to that. I do feel that we do have a possi
do. We do not have a place to go to get bility of rescuing something from this 
emergency funds now. We generally debate today if we can pass one of the 
load them up on the deficit, or create substitute amendments. But if we end 
some kind of a might-work pay system, up with the base Spratt bill, we have 
revenue system. really done nothing except go around 

Mr. Chairman, that is not satisfac- like a big circus and use this time, 
tory. We have set aside a task for our-
selves, at the pledge of the leadership, where we could get right back to 
of the majority, to deal with this issue. square one to do just what we can do as 
we just do not have a satisfactory re- the rules permit us to do now if we 
sult yet. have the courage to use the rules prop-

Then regarding loading up stuff, Mr. erly. 
Chairman, the nonemergencies on the Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
emergency vehicles that go through, ance of my time. 
we have not solved that problem, ei- Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ther. What is sad about that is, today yield the balance of my time for clos
we have victims, we have new victims. ing general debate to the gentleman 
While I am standing here, there are from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL], the chair
victims in south Carolina, there are man of the Subcommittee on Energy 
victims in Georgia, there are victims and ~ater Development of the Com
in Florida, and perhaps elsewhere, as mittee on Appropriations. 
this storm Beryl goes through and we Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
still have not solved this problem. like to point out that we are trying, it 

I will make a prediction, Mr. Chair- _ seems to me for the sake of offering 
man, that we will not have solved it be- amendments, to make something com
fore the next storm, catastrophe, natu- plicated out of something that is very 
ral disaster, happens. That does not simple. The procedure is set up, it 
take a lot of courage to make that pre- works, and as the old saying goes, if it 
diction. It does take some sadness. we works, why should we be trying to fix 
just are not getting on with this job. it? 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished If there is any nonemergency money 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- in an emergency bill, we have got the 
priations said "We can always add right, any Member on either side of the 
something to an appropriation bill." aisle, any Member of this House, has 
That, really, frankly, makes about as the right to stand up and ask that it be 
much sense as having your house on stricken. That is all we have got to do. 
fire and waiting for a passing firetruck Get a vote on it. How can be beat that? 
to go by and say "I have a fire here. On the minority side, Members also 
Would you come in and put it out," have the right to make the motion to 
rather than providing for a fire depart- instruct the conferees, so they are pro
ment that can respond to a fire when tected in every way right now. 
your house is on fire. Why do we want to adopt these 

amendments that are going to change 
D 1220 the allocations for this year and that 

I ?o not think just because we might are also going to affect the next year? 
happen to have appropriation bills What these amendments are going to 
waiting in the wings is a good way to do is knock out projects in my bill. For 
say, "Boy, we've solved the problems of example, they would knock out many 
emergency spending." Equally I think of the flood control projects in this 
it is true that sometimes we can do country and these projects are actually 
harm to an appropriations bill by add- an investment and time has proven 
ing something to it. Some would argue that the benefits of the projects are six 
that we add a sweetener or s-ome would times what the cost of the investment 
argue that we add something sour to it. is. We are not even talking about the 
The Rwanda issue was relatively easy lives it saves. We are talking about 
compared to some. I can think of some property damage. History has proven 
appropriations for foreign ops appro- that. I am just using that as an exam-
priation that would be a lot harder. ple. 

You want to make it complicated. 
You want to change the allocation for 
this year, and it does not make any 
sense. I say that we do not need to fix 
something that is working, we have got 
all the remedies we need. Just with my 
bill, you can see the impact that it 
would have. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that is not 
what the intentions are, but for many 
projects throughout the country that 
are necessary, that are already under
funded, this is going to be a means of 
cutting them even more. We have got a 
5-year plan on the books that is work
ing, and it is actually reducing the def
icit. Alan Greenspan, the Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board, says that 
our economy is in the best condition it 
has been in in decades, and I am 
quoting exactly what he said. 

So why are we trying to do this, be
cause all we are really going to do is 
knock out some projects that are very 
important to this Nation and impor
tant to the people. I urge everyone to 
support the base bill, H.R. 4906, and op
pose these amendments and support 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. SPRATT]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RAHALL). All time for general debate 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con
sidered as read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. 

The text of H.R. 4906 is as follows: 

J 
H.R. 4906 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of th United States of America in 
Congress assembleq, 
SECTION 1. SHORT~TLE. 

This Act may e cited as the "Emergency 
Spending Control ct of 1994". 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of yhis Act is to restrict the 
inclusion of nonemergency spending propos
als in emergency s~ending bills. 
SEC. 3. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCY SPENDING. 

(a) MOTION To ~TRIKE.-Title VI of the 
Congressional Budg1t Act of 1974 is amended 
by redesignating sehion 607 as section 608 
and by adding after ~fction 606 the following 
new section: \ 
"SEC. 607. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCY SPEND

ING. 
"Whenever the House of Representatives 

considers a bill or joint resolution contain
ing an emergency designation for purposes of 
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) or section 252(e) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, any Member of the 
House may move to strike any appropriation 
in that bill or joint resolution or any provi
sion providing direct spending in that bill or 
joint resolution that is not so designated as 
an emergency, and a recorded vote shall be 
considered as ordered if demanded by any -
Member and supported by 9 other Members 
of the House.''. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents set forth in section l(b) of the Con
gressional Budget and Improvement Control 
Act of 1974 is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 607 and by inserting after 
the item relating to section 606 the following 
new items: 
"Sec. 607. Treatment of emergency spending. 
"Sec. 608. Effective date.". 
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(C) LIMITATION ON NON-EMERGENCY SPEND

ING IN EMERGENCY LEGISLATION.-If any bill 
or joint resolution contains an emergency 
designation for purposes of section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i) or section 252(e) of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
.act of 1985 and it also contains an appropria
tion or any provision providing direct spend
ing for any matter, event, or occurrence that 
is not so designated as an emergency, then 
that non-emergency appropriation or other 
provision providing direct spending must fall 
within the most recently applicable alloca
tions under sections 602 (a) and (b) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. No 
amendment shall be in order except the 
amendments printed in House Report 
103--690 which may be offered only by 
the Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, and shall 
not be subject to amendment. 

Debate on each amendment will be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

If more than one of the amendments 
printed in the report is adopted, only 
the last to be adopted shall be consid
ered as finally adopted and reported to 
the House. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
103--690. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. SAM JOHNSON OF TEXAS 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute 
offered by Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: Strike 
all after the enacting clause and insert the 
following: 
SECTION 1. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCIES. 

(a) REPEAL OF EMERGENCY RULE.-Section 
251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is re
pealed. 

(b) SPECIAL LOOK-BACK TREATMENT FOR 
EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 
251(a)(5) of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended 
by inserting "(A)" before "If" and by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

"(B) If-
"(i) an appropriation that the President 

designates as emergency requirements and 
the Congress so designates in statute is en
acted for the fiscal year in progress and that 
causes a breach within a category for that 
year (after taking into account any seques
tration of amounts within that category); 
and 

"(11) that bill is approved upon final pas
sage by each House of Congress by at least 
three-fifths of those voting; then the discre
tionary spending limits for the next fiscal 
year shall be reduced by the amount or 
amounts of that breach.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] will be recog
nized for 15 minutes, and a Member op
posed will be recognized for 15 minut.es. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from ~exas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON]. 
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE 

OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. SAM JOHN
SON OF TEXAS 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr . 

Chairman, pursuant to an agreement 
with the gentleman from South Caro
lina [Mr. DERRICK] and the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT], I 
ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute number 1 made in order under 
the rule be modified to state that 
which is at the desk now and be consid
ered in lieu of the amendment printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, as 
modified: Strike all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCIES. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF CAP ADJUSTMENT FOR 
EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 
251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is re
pealed. 

(b) SPECIAL LOOK-BACK TREATMENT FOR 
EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 
251(a)(5) of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended 
by inserting "(A)" before "If' and by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

"(B) If an appropriation that the President 
designates as emergency requirements and 
the Congress so designates in statute is en
acted for the fiscal year in progress and that 
causes a breach within a category for that 
year (after taking into account any seques
tration of amounts within that category), 
the discretionary spending limits for the 
next fiscal year shall be reduced by the 
amount or amounts of that breach.". 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
modified, be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, would the gen
tleman explain it? 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, 
certainly. 

Mr. Chairman, in filing the amend
ment, the wrong copy was inadvert
ently given to the Committee on Rules 
and the modification would simply de
lete subsection ii. It is the provision 
that requires a three-fifths vote. 

Mr. OBEY. That is the only change? 
The gentleman is eliminating the 
three-fifths voting? 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas that his amend
ment be modified? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
to leave the floor to go to a meeting, 
but I just wanted to state my very, 
very strong support for the gentle
man's amendment, and I urge every 
Member to vote for it. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to ask 
Members to cast a tough vote. A vote 
that will put accountability, respect
ability, and responsibility back into 
Congress. For too long we have rou
tinely voted to add billions of dollars 
to the $4.5 trillion public debt. We must 
stop the upward debt spiral. 

That is why I am asking Members to 
vote to put emergency spending on 
budget. For some Members this will be 
a tough vote. Although tough, it is nec
essary because this vote is directly tied 
to the future of this country. 

Members should realize that this is 
the only chance to vote for real reform 
because we all know that after Novem
ber the momentum to drastically 
change how we address emergency 
supplementals will disappear. 

While I agree with Mr. KASICH and 
Mr. SPRATT that Congress should have 
the authority to strike nonemergency 
spending from emergency bills, I be
lieve they only solve half the problem. 

Mr. KASICH has stated that approxi
mately $150 million of nonemergency 
spending was in the California earth
quake bill and under his bill this would 
have been struck. I applaud and sup
port this effort. But what about the $10 
billion that is left? 

It is great to go home and tell our 
constituents that we saved them $150 
million this year or that we eliminated 
the pork, but we must also tell them 
that we are still going to add $10 bil
lion onto the national debt. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] also has an 
amendment to reform emergency fund
ing. The Castle plan, if I understand it, 
states that if there is an emergency 
and it exceeds the trust fund the 
money would then be added to the 
debt. So we still ~ave not paid for it. 

The Johnson amendment solves these 
problems while reaching the very 
worthwhile goal sought by my col
leagues. 

My bill amends section 251(c)(2) of 
OBRA 1993 to allow the lookback provi
sion to be applied to emergency 
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supplementals. This prov1s1on states 
that any breach in the discretionary 
caps during the current fiscal year 
would be paid for by reducing the caps 
in the next fiscal year. Simple enough. 
If we pass a $2 billion emergency this 
year, we reduce the discretionary caps 
in the next fiscal year by the amount 
of the breach. 

What else will this accomplish? 
Having listened to past debates I 

know that Members want to pay for 
emergencies but not at the expense of 
disrupting and jeopardizing programs 
that have been appropriated in the cur
rent fiscal year. This bill would allow 
projects to continue in that year with 
no disruption. 

Members also argue that past at
tempts to pay for emergencies was 
hastily put together and the impacts 
were not known. This amendment gives 
Members the time, while they are 
drafting next year's budget, to thor
oughly discuss, propose, and draft re
scissions that will pay for the emer
gency. 

It also ends the argument by some 
that debating how emergency 
supplementals will be paid for delays 
aid from reaching those devastated in 
the disaster. Congress, under this 
amendment can now quickly pass the 
bill and send money and aid to those in 
need. 

And by requiring Members to find 
cuts in next year's budget is quite a de
terrent from adding nonemergency 
items or pork to the bill, and the most 
important point for voting for the 
Johnson amendment is that it keeps 
money from being added to the debt. I 
know that all Members would agree 
that we must stop any increases to our 
debt. 

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the 
necessity of providing funds to those 
whose lives have been affected by a 
natural disaster but is it fair for Con
gress to then endanger the future of 
these same people and their children by 
increasing their share of the debt? I 
think the answer is no. 

I believe if the Congress and the 
President declare an emergency, it is 
our responsibility to pay for these 
bills. It is not the responsibility of fu
ture generations. Help Congress help 
itself, vote for the Johnson substitute. 

0 1230 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RAHALL). Does the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] rise in op
position to the amendment? 

Mr. SPRATT. I rise in opposition, 
Mr. Chairman. · 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] is recognized for 15 minutes in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-

consin [Mr. OBEY], chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

I would ask the gentleman from 
Texas this question: In the unanimous 
consent request he just made, he re
moved the first two lines of (ii) but left 
remaining the requirement that discre
tionary spending limits for the next 
fiscal year shall be reduced by the 
amount or amounts of that breach. The 
gentleman left the language in, did he 
not? 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I am not sure where the 
gentleman is looking. 

Mr. OBEY. The item just knocked 
out, if the gentleman will take a look 
at the report of the bill. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. I am 
looking at it. 

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman struck the 
last two sentences on the first page, as 
I understand it? 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. OBEY. And retained the first two 
sentences on page 2? 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman. 
That is what I was afraid of. 

The problem with it, Mr. Chairman, 
is that that means that the amend
ment does not do what the gentleman 
just described. The gentleman indi
cates that the intent of this amend
ment is to take whatever is spent on an 
emergency in a current fiscal year, 
that happens to be $11 billion this year, 
and to then deduct it from the next fis
cal year's appropriations in the same 
amount, $11 billion. However, because 
on page 1 in section (a) the gentleman 
also repeals the emergency rule under 
which emergency funding is provided, 
the effect of the gentleman's amend
ment is to take $11 billion out of the 
budget for this fiscal year, and to take 
it out again for the next fiscal year. So 
in other words, the gentleman has a 
double hit. I do not know if the gen
tleman intends it or not, but we cannot 
legislate on the basis of intent around 
here. We have to legislate on the basis 
of what is called for in black and white. 

In fact, the gentleman is requiring us 
to cut out $2, one dollar in the current 
fiscal year and another dollar in the 
next fiscal year for every dollar that is 
requested to be expended because of an 
emergency from something like a natu
ral disaster. I submit there is abso
lutely no rational reason to do that. I 
submit that in addition to the budget 
effect which this amendment would 
have, it would have a disastrous eco
nomic effect on the country because if 
we have an earthquake or a major flood 

which is going to depress the economy 
of the country and to cost jobs and cost 
economic growth, what we are going to 
do is in fact double the hit on the econ
omy by the amendment offered by the 
gentleman. 

I think the gentleman tried to cor
rect one defect in his language when he 
removed that language that he asked 
to be removed, but he did not correct 
the problem. I cannot believe that this 
House is going to in effect say that if 
the country is unlucky enough to expe
rience a major economic disaster in the 
form of a flood or an earthquake that 
the Congress has a compulsion to dou
ble the negative economic effect by 
passing the Johnson amendment. 

So I would urge Members to vote 
against it and to look for a more ra
tional way to deal with national emer
gencies. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from the great State of Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to rise in support of the amend
ment being offered by my friend and 
colleague, Representative SAM JOHN
SON. 

As we all know, the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990 established a safety 
valve to allow Congress and the Presi
dent to meet unexpected needs. By de
claring something an emergency Con
gress and the President can provide for 
spending to be placed automatically 
outside of the budgetary caps. In real 
terms, this means adding debt directly 
to our enormous shortfall which al
ready exists. 

When we passed the Budget Enforce
ment Act in 1990, few of us anticipated 
that we would utilize the emergency 
provision 16 times to spend $90 billion 
within 4 years. Excluding the funds for 
Desert Storm that were ultimately off
set by foreign contributions, we have 
added over $30 billion to the national 
debt through emergency spending leg
islation. In addition, as the Washing
ton Post noted in an editorial earlier 
this week, "emergency bills have been 
vehicles to which (appropriators) have 
often been able to add other projects 
that might have failed to withstand 
scrutiny on their own." 

The amendment which Representa
tive JOHNSON offers is the most direct 
way I know to state clearly and indis
putably that our deficit can no longer 
withstand that sort of attack. The 
Johnson procedures would allow Mem
bers to carefully discuss a sensible plan 
to pay for our natural emergencies, 
placing the spending in the context of 
the entire next fiscal year's budget. 
There is a legitimate criticism about a 
hasty process of paying for emer
gencies. This amendment avoids that 
pitfall. 

I do not believe that we should add 
more than $6 billion to the deficit each 
year for unexpected emergency spend
ing. It seems to me that if we are going 
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to pass several bills spending billions 
of dollars in disaster relief each year, 
we should set up a procedure to provide 
funding for disaster assistance through 
the regular budget process instead of 
relying on an unrestricted, ad hoc proc
ess. 

The bill which Representative SAM 
JOHNSON and I have introduced would 
effectively require Congress and the 
President to offset increased spending 
for emergency spending through spend
ing cuts in the next year. This will give 
Congress and the President time to 
come up with offsetting spending cuts 
through the regular process instead of 
being forced to find offsets in the rel
atively short window in which emer
gency spending bills are considered. 

I commend my colleague from bring
ing this amendment to the floor and I 
encourage support of the amendment. 

I did not read into the legislation 
that we were taking two for one. I am 
of the assumption that the unanimous
consent request that my colleague 
made in which he stated his intention 
in fact will do that which it did, and if 
not I would anticipate we would have 
an additional unanimous-consent re
quest to make certain that it does 
that. If that is too complicated, then I 
do not understand the rationale. 

But clearly, my support of this 
amendment goes back to some of the 
votes that we have taken in the past of 
suggesting that when we do have disas
ters that we should pay for them, that 
the deficit should not go up as a result 
of declared emergencies, unless the 
Congress on a specific vote makes such 
determination as we talked about be
fore in regard to various ideas on how 
this should proceed. 

I do not believe that we should add 
more than $6 billion to the deficit each 
year for unexpected emergency spend
ing. It seems to me that if we are going 
to pass several bills, spending billions 
of dollars on disaster relief each year, 
we should set up a procedure to provide 
funding for disaster assistance through 
the regular budget process instead of 
relying on unrestricted ad hoc proc
esses. 

The bill which the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] and I have in
troduced would effectively require Con
gress to offset increased spending for 
emergency spending through spending 
cuts in the next year. I do not under
stand why that is not very clear. I do 
not understand why under a unani
mous-consent request if there is some 
language that needs to be clarified so 
we are debating the intent of the 
amendment that it could not be done. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to yield 
to my friend, the gentleman from Wis
consin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this is an incredible way to legislate. 
We have already seen the author of the 

amendment ask to make one change in 
the amendment because it is imperfect. 
Now it is being suggested we should 
consider another. It seems to me it is 
mighty dangerous to be passing a mov
ing target. I would kind of like to know 
when I come to the floor what it is we 
are going to be voting on. 

It seems to me if no more thought 
has gone into this amendment than the 
though that has produced two mistakes 
in the base amendment, we ought not 
to pass it, and move on to something 
that is more rational. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, the 
response of my colleague is a common
sense response. Again, I am here speak
ing on behalf of an amendment that I 
believe does that which we are all say
ing that it does. 

D 1240 
If it does not, then the gentleman has 

every reason to oppose the amendment, 
to vote it down, this amendment 
should not pass because of the legiti
mate opinions of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin that he is expressing. 

I have read the same language. I un
derstand the intent. I do not read it as 
you read it. I could be wrong. 

Mr. OBEY. Could I read the language 
that does what I claim it does? 

Mr. STENHOLM. Certainly. 
Mr. OBEY. "Section · 1, repeal of 

emergency rule, section 251(b)(2)(D) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is repealed." 
That means that you have got to have 
sequestration in the current year, if 
you have any emergency. 

Then if you take a look at the lan
guage in the last two sentences of the 
bill, which says, "The discretionary 
spending limit for the next fiscal year 
shall be reduced by the amount or 
amounts of that breach," that says 
that you have to also make the same 
reduction in the next fiscal year. It 
seems to me it is written in plain Eng
lish, and it is very clear. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say at the outset I have the 
highest regard for my colleague, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHN
SON]. Although I disagree with his 
amendment, he is a very valuable 
Member of the House. 

I am afraid this amendment today 
should be defeated for the reasons that 
have been stated and others that I will 
enumerate at this moment. 

First, put this in context: As chair
man of the Disaster Task Force, you 
cannot view any of these amendments 
in the context of previous disasters. We 
have on average spent about $3 billion 
a year on disasters: the flood in my 
part of the country, a hurricane in 
Florida, an earthquake in California. 

But on the Disaster Task Force, we 
have been told that the so-called big 

one could occur at any moment in Cali
fornia, and certainly a Hurricane An
drew, had it gone a few miles north and 
hit Miami, would have cost $50 billion 
in 1 year, so whatever we are about to 
do should be put in the context of a re
ality that the cost of disasters could go 
up dramatically in any given year. 
There is no flexibility in Mr. Johnson's 
amendment. 

Let me tell you four reasons why we 
should vote against the Johnson 
amendment: The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] quite wisely 
says we should pay for our disasters, 
but as has been stated on the floor, he 
wants to pay for them twice, once in 
the year when the disaster occurs by 
cutting spending, then in the following 
year pay for it again. Well, that frank
ly is unnecessary and could be counter
productive. 

Second, the gentleman from Texas 
fails to take into account that the good 
Lord does not pay any attention to our 
fiscal year deadlines. If a disaster oc
curs in the United States in August or 
September and our fiscal year ends on 
September 30, we somehow have to 
come up with the disaster funds in the 
remaining 2 months of that fiscal year 
to pay for it. That is unrealistic. We 
found that in last year's Midwest flood. 

So the gentleman, by sticking to the 
strict definition spending cuts only in 
the year disaster occurs, really looks 
beyond the fact that the disaster may 
be so late in the fiscal year that we 
cannot cut enough spending to pay for 
it. 

The third point I raised in my earlier 
comments, the gentleman fails to take 
into account that in fiscal year 1991 
President Bush declared an emergency 
to pay for Desert Storm and Desert 
Shield. President Bush was right when 
he said we are going to take care of the 
men and women in our Armed Forces 
serving in the Persian Gulf, and we are 
going to pay for it on an emergency 
basis; we are not going to scrimp and 
cut when it comes to the safety of our 
kids. He was right. Forty-two billion 
dollars was spent on the Desert Storm 
emergency. 

Under the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHN
SON] we then would have had to cut the 
next year's appropriation bills by $42 
billion to pay for it, except for one fact 
he left out in his thinking. Our allies 
came back and paid that $42 billion. 
Under the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHN
SON] we would have still had to cut the 
next year's spending, and that cut 
would have taken place despite the 
contribution of our allies. 

Finally, if you take the amount of 
disaster in 1 year and then spread that 
amount in cuts and spending the next 
year, almost half of those cuts come 
from the Department of Defense. I say 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON], you are going to hear from 
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0 1250 the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

MURTHA] in a few moments the disas
trous consequences on America's mili
tary strength if you make that sort of 
a cut in this day and age, and I would 
also add it would call for cuts, for ex
ample, next year of $1.6 billion in vet
erans' hospitals and another $314 mil
lion in agriculture programs. 

I urge my colleagues, look at the 
Johnson amendment, consider the 
flaws in it, defeat it. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
am from California. I support this leg
islation very strongly, and I do so be
cause my constituents are terribly con
cerned about the future of this country 
economically, as am I. 

Our national debt, not the deficit, 
but the debt, which is what really 
counts, is $4.5 trillion. That is $18,000 
for every man, woman, and child in the 
United States. It is $72,000 for your av
erage family of four. This is a problem. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON] is advocating a policy which 
will impose more fiscal restraint than 
we have. All we hear about, "That is a 
lot of talk." The fact of the matter is 
we have been vastly increasing our 
spending over whatever. the increase in 
revenues is. That continues to go on 
today. It has gone on for years. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to strong
ly support the Johnson amendment, 
and let me just say disasters are some
what foreseeable. We now know that 
we are going to have every year "X" 
amount of dollars we can count on. For 
that reason, I say put it on budget, 
build it onto the budget, and bring 
down the spending. 

I urge support of the Johnson amend
ment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to put this in perspective to 
what this really does. 

I chair the Military Construction 
Subcommittee, which has been in de
cline for the past several years. We 
have not been able to do the things 
that we want to do for quality of life, 
which has been one of the strong things 
that I have tried to do in my years as 
chairman of the Military Construction. 

This year we were unable to do what 
we needed to do in family housing for 
our troops. We had some $54 million 
that we could not even touch in family 
housing that was direly needed for our 
troops. 

Now, let me tell you what would hap
pen if the Johnson substitute had been 
in effect this year: The 1995 discre
tionary cap would have to be reduced 
by $12 billion. Now, that means the 
military construction 602 allocation for 
1995 would have been reduced by some 

$208 million, and a lot of people that 
deal in billions might not say that is a 
lot of money, but let me tell you this 
type of reduction that we would have 
had to have taken would have resulted 
in cuts in the Guard and Reserve 
projects of some $50 million, and these 
are very important and strategic fam
ily housing projects that I mentioned. 

We would have had a further cut of 
some $70 million in family housing and 
child care centers, which goes to the 
very heart of quality of life for our peo
ple in the military. We would have had 
to cut $20 million, and that is just a 
few of the things we would have to cut. 

There are some 70 Members of this 
body on both sides of the aisle who 
came to me during this last budget se
ries and asked for projects in my mili
tary construction budget. I am assum
ing that they were very vital projects. 
They would have had to have been 
drastically cut at a time when we are 
building down in the military, and I 
serve on the Defense Subcommittee, 
and I feel sure the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] will speak 
in depth about this. 

This is no time, in my view, for us to 
be considering what I consider to be an 
irresponsible amendment. 

I urge strongly that you vote against 
this amendment. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON qf Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the amend
ment offered by our colleague, SAM 
JOHNSON, to the Emergency Spending 
Control Act. 

What a novel idea, to actually re
quire Congress to pay for any emer
gency supplemental bill we pass. 

This amendment is a good idea for a 
couple of reasons. First, it will make 
Congress be more selective when draft
ing emergency spending bills. I suspect 
Congress would be less likely to in
clude completely unrelated, non
emergency pork spending in emergency 
bills when next year's appropriations 
would be lower by that amount. 

Also, it is simply good public policy 
to begin paying for the bills we pass. 
With the budget deficit over $200 bil
lion and national debt over $4% tril
lion, we simply cannot afford to con
tinue putting off our bills onto our 
children and grandchildren. 

It is time we realize that the fiscal 
crisis is the biggest emergency facing 
this country. 

Unless we get our financial house in 
order, we literally won't be able to af
ford the next hurricane, the next flood, 
or the next earthquake. 

The Johnson amendment is the best 
way to ensure that Congress will pay 
for these emergencies now, and will be 
able to continue paying for them in the 
future. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this important amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CARR]. 

Mr. CARR of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong opposition to the 
gentleman's amendment. I am sure this 
was not the gentleman's intention, but 
I am afraid his amendment is mean 
spirited. It has the ironic effect of pun
ishing the American people for their 
humanity and generous nature. The 
willingness of Americans and by exten
sion, the Congress, to provide for oth
ers in their time of need is one of the 
most admirable traits of this Nation. 
But, providing emergency relief to citi
zens whose lives in many instances 
have been devasted by natural disas
ters should not mean, Mr. Chairman, 
that in the process we gut important 
road, transit, and aviation improve
ment programs that are also important 
to the American people in their every
day lives. 

Mr. Chairman, in the supplemental 
enacted earlier this year in response to 
the earthquake in southern California, 
the Congress provided swift and deci
sive relief to repair the crushed inter
state highways, collapsed bridges, and 
other devastated arterials caused by 
the earthquake. Under the terms of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON], the 
Transportation Subcommittee would 
be required to produce savings in ongo
ing programs in the fiscal year 1995 
transportation appropriations bill to 
offset the approximately $325 million 
cost of providing that much needed 
emergency transportation relief. In 
other words, we would have to rob 
Peter to pay Paul. And I might add 
that the savings would have to be made 
in both budget authority and outlays. 

Mr. Chairman, the negative impact of 
the Johnson amendment is very real. 
Let my give just one example of what 
we would have to do to achieve savings 
of this magnitude. If the reduction 
were applied entirely to the Federal 
program that finances the construction 
of our Nation's highways, we would 
have to reduce the program by nearly 
$2 billion below the $17 .2 billion pro
vided in the 1995 transportation appro
priations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to stay with
in our restrictive budget allocation, 
the 1995 transportation appropriations 
bill already funds the primary Federal 
highway construction program at less 
than last year's level. Let me repeat 
that: We have already cut spending on 
the Nation's premier transportation 
funding program below the 1994 level 
and we have been criticized by some 
Members of Congress and the adminis
tration for doing so. And that is with
out the Johnson amendment. With the 
Johnson amendment, we would have to 
slash Federal aid for highways by near
ly 14 percent below the current level. 
Every State with critical needs for 
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highway construction and repairs 
would have to pay a severe price under 
the gentleman's amendment. 

I am sure some are thinking, " All 
they would have to do is stop earmark
ing funds for highway demonstration 
projects and everything would be fine. " 
But, Mr. Chairman, a careful examina
tion of the facts proves this statement 
to be false. Even if the 1995 transpor
tation appropriations bill as passed by 
the House contained not Sl for spe
cially earmarked highway projects, the 
Johnson amendment would force deep 
cuts in other transportation programs. 
Once again, if the remaining outlay 
savings needed were taken from the 
formula highway program, Federal 
spending on roads and highways would 
still have to be reduced by more than 
Sl.5 billion. The other alternatives are 
even less attractive. It is unlikely that 
we could achieve savings of this mag
nitude in other programs within affect
ing important safety functions in the 
Federal Aviation Administration or 
the Coast Guard. 

I am sure the gentleman's amend
ment is well intended, but I think you 
can see the disastrous effects it would 
have on transportation funding in this 
country. I strongly urge defeat of the 
amendment. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
legislation to reform and control emer
gency spending. I also strongly support 
the Johnson and Castle amendments. 

I believe that this measure is a criti
cal component in the range of budget 
process reforms which the House has 
considered this month. Every year, we 
go through an elaborate procedure to 
pass a budget resolution setting discre
tionary spending limits, allocating 
those limits among the 13 appropria
tions subcommittees, and living within 
these limits. 

We then go out and bust the budget 
almost every year, through the process 
of supplemental emergency spending 
bills. There is widespread support for 
passage of these emergency spending 
bills. After all, who could oppose hu
manitarian assistance for Americans 
whose lives have been devastated by 
unforeseen natural disasters like earth
quakes, hurricanes, and floods. 

The problem is while each such disas
ter is unforeseen, the fact that disas
ters occur each year is not only fore
seeable, it is almost a certainty. There
fore, prudent budgeting would take the 
likelihood of natural disasters into ac
count and provide a mechanism to pay 
for them-within our budget. 

I believe the Castle and Johnson 
amendments both accomplish this, and 
I will support both of them. In fact, I 
believe we should combine the two into 

one bill. The Castle amendment would 
eliminate the waiver of emergency 
spending from the discretionary spend
ing caps. In order to accommodate this 
change, the Castle amendment also es
tablishes an emergency budget reserve 
funds. It would be expected that each 
year we would appropriate funds into 
this reserve account, in order to meet 
emergency spending. The concept of a 
contingency or emergency reserve fund 
is a basic budgeting concept that vir
tually every State and local govern
ment in this country uses. 

However, a legitimate issue is raised 
under the Castle amendment. What 
happens if actual emergencies exceed 
the amounts funded into the reserve 
fund? Under Castle, we could either off
set this excess with rescissions of other 
spending, or could vote to . raise the 
caps. 

The Johnson amendment would re
solve this issue by allowing a third op
tion of paying for this excess spending 
by reducing the discretionary spending 
cap in the subsequent year. This mech
anism provides a safety valve to fund 
emergency spending levels that exceed 
the spending cap in the current year. 
That is why I believe that the Castle 
and Johnson provisions would work so 
well combined as one amendment. 

Finally, I would like to address the 
Kasich-Stenholm-Penny amendment. 
This amendment, as well as the Spratt 
bill, focuses the issue more narrowly 
than the Castle or Johnson amend
ments-dealing only with the scope of 
individual items within each spending 
bill. 

I believe that both the Castle and the 
Johnson amendments deal with the 
pro bl em of emergency spending in a 
more comprehensive manner than ei
th~r Kasich or Spratt. However, if the 
issue is simply limiting the consider
ation of emergency spending bills to 
true emergencies, I believe that the 
Kasich-Stenholm-Penny amendment is 
preferable to the Spratt bill. 

Finally, in any event, I believe all 
four of these proposals are preferable 
to doing nothing. Therefore, I urge my 
colleagues do pass this legislation, to 
take at least some action on the prob
lem of emergency spending. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA] . 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, let me 
talk about the practical impact of 
what the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON] is trying to do. 

I remember when Secretary Wein
berger used to come before the Com
mittee on Appropriations and tell us 
about supply-side economics. He said 
despite increased spending in defense 
and decreasing taxes, we would de
crease the deficit. I said to him that it 
would not work . 

Mr. Chairman, during that period of 
time , during that 12 years of Reagan 
and Bush, we increased the deficit by S3 

trillion, from $900 billion to almost $4 
trillion. So these easy quick fixes don't 
always work and can have really nega
tive consequences. 

Mr. Chairman, we have done our 
share when it comes to cutting discre
tionary spending, particularly defense 
discretionary spending. Defense money 
used to be 27 percent of the budget in 
fiscal year 1984, and it is now down to 
19 percent of the budget 10 years later. 
Further cuts in discretionary spending 
will not solve the deficit problem, but 
will greatly exacerbate the problem for 
defense because defense will take one
half of the total discretionary cut. 

For instance, if you were to reduce 
the defense budget by $5. 7 billion, 
which is half of the 1994 emergency dis
aster appropriation, there would be a 
2.4-percent across-the-board reduction 
for defense assuming you applied it 
uniformly. This would eliminate the 
entire pay raise for the troops. 

Now, why did I pick the pay raise? 
Because the Pentagon did not allow for 
that in their budget because they said 
that was not something that needed to 
be done. Well , I disagree with that. I 
think a pay raise is absolutely impera
tive for the welfare and morale of our 
troops and we included it in our recent 
bill. 

Our troops right now are deployed 
more often than they have been in 
years. They are worn out, frustrated. I 
just visited Guantanamo, and a number 
of them are going to get out because 
they spend too much time away from 
home. 

So the first thing that would go is 
the pay raise for the troops. 

Next, the readiness enhancement 
voted by the House would be totally 
eliminated. 

What I did in the budget that we sent 
over to the other body was decrease 
some of the long-term programs and in
crease the amount of readiness. For in
stance, there is a $12 billion backlog in 
defense for real property maintenance. 
There is a $2 billion backlog for depot 
maintenance. Both of these are abso
lutely essential to the readiness and 
quality of life of our troops. 

Under this Johnson amendment we 
would also have to cut the medical care 
for 205,000 personnel if the reduction 
was applied across the board. 

Now, why do I mention the medical 
program? I will tell you why. For 7 
years I personally have taken an inter
est in trying to improve the medical 
quality of life, the medical care for the 
military. In the military, one of the 
first things they cut when they start to 
cut the budget is the medical personnel' 
available to active-duty dependents. 
That ·is a mistake because it reduces 
the quality of life. 

Recently I went to Camp Lejeune, 
where they were waiting 5 hours to see 
a doctor. That is a practical impact of 
what we are doing in making these 
kinds of cuts . 

• 
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So there is no way that I can support 

this kind of a cut, because it has such 
a dramatic impact on our national se
curity. 

Now, I could not agree more that 
they should come to the Congress to 
ask for supplemental money for oper
ations such as Rwanda. But I doubt 
very much that this Congress would 
turn down the President on money for 
Rwanda. I certainly know we would not 
turn down money for hurricane Hugo, 
the flood disaster that happened down 
there. I know he would not turn down 
the money, Congress would not turn 
down the money for Los Angeles where 
the earthquake occurred. Nor should 
he. 

The premise of the Johnson amend
ment is that the emergency money has 
to come out of the overall spending. 
That would be disastrous to defense, 
and I strongly urge the Members to de
feat the Johnson amendment. 

D 1300 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, do I 

have 1 minute remaining? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from South Carolina has 1 minute re
maining. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, do I have the right to close? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] has 
the right to close debate. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues 
know, I would hope that we could cut 
spending in other areas as much as we 
have already cut defense. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] sus
pend? 

The Chair is in error. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] has the 
right to close debate, and the Chair 
would now recognize the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. I was not going to look 
that gift horse in the mouth. I thought 
I was the next up. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the bal
ance of my time. 

Let me just basically summarize the 
problem, the flaw, in this bill and the 
reason we urge its defeat. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, this bill 
repeals those provisions of the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990, which ex
empted emergency spending from the 
discretionary spending cap. Second, the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] would 
create something he calls a look back 
requiring that in the later fiscal year 
all emergency spending above the dis
cretionary spending cap in the prior 
fiscal year be offset by an equal reduc
tion in discretionary spending in that 
second fiscal year. A look back. 

However, Mr. Chairman, because 
emergency spending would no longer be 

exempt, due to this bill, from the emer
gency spending cap, emergency spend
ing in excess of the cap in the first fis
cal year would trigger sequestration, 
so we would have a cut in that year by 
virtue of sequestration. 

Second, in the fallowing fiscal year 
the Johnson look back provisions 
would mandate, dictate, that this same 
breach, this same excess, be cut again, 
reduced again, from discretionary 
spending, so what we have here, unin
tentionally, I am sure, but nevertheless 
it is the plain consequence of this bill, 
flawed in the drafting, is a double cut, 
a double dip, which certainly we do not 
wish to decree by passing this amend
ment. 

So, I urge defeat of this amendment 
and the creation of a serious mistake. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, as I was saying, I be
lieve that we have already taken too 
much money out of the defense budget, 
and it is terrible to me that we even 
talk about thinking about it. However 
it is important that we consider paying 
for our finances as we go along. We 
have to realize there are two emer
gencies facing this country, those that 
are caused by circumstances out of 
control and one the body has created 
itself, and that is the $4.5 trillion na
tional debt. We do not have the power 
to stop unforeseen emergencies, and so 
we can only offer help to those in need. 
But we in Congress have the power to 
reduce our national debt, and so far we 
have ignored the task. Members have 
said the deficit is going down, but that 
is short term. We need to focus our 
sights on the long term, and by the 
President's own predictions the deficit 
and debt will rise in the outyears. 

Mr. Chairman, over the past 4 years, 
$90 billion has been added to the debt 
through emergency supplementals. The 
President's proposed spending, $320 bil
lion for new programs and figures, 
show that by 1998 $1.5 trillion will be 
added to the debt. This is not how a re
sponsible Congress acts. We have got to 
reduce our expenditures, and change 
our spending habits, and show the 
American people that we are account
able for our actions and care about the 
future of this country. That is why 
Members ought to vote yes on this 
amendment and start us down the road 
toward fiscal responsibility. 

In answer to some of the questions 
today, today's rules already preclude 
any point of order on spending over 
602(b) limits, so, when we waive all 
points of order, which Rules does on 
every supplemental report, and con
ference report, then there is not any 
way for spending to be addressed ex
cept by the Johnson amendment. 

Vote for the Johnson amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. · 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 

during this Congress we have approved two 

emergency spending bills, one in 1993 for the 
Midwest flooding and one earlier this year for 
the earthquake in Los Angeles. Even though 
these natural disasters did not take place in 
Connecticut, my constituents were willing to 
have the Federal Government provide needed 
relief to the victims. We can assume that Con
necticut residents would receive disaster relief 
should a serious disaster ever occur in my 
State. 

Unfortunately, Congress took advantage of 
this goodwill and added wasteful spending to 
the emergency spending bills. Fungus re
search and a program to pay for grooming ex
penses of Los Angeles youth would not have 
been approved if these programs had to stand 
on their own merits. That is why they were in
cluded in the emergency spending bills. Even 
more disgraceful, the rules of the House did 
not allow this waste to be deleted from the bill. 

In addition, the two emergency spending 
bills approved during this Congress were 
never paid for. Congress chose to add the 
amount spent in these bills to the Federal defi
cit. 

Today, I will support amendments to the 
emergency spending control Act to end the 
abuse of emergency spending bills. The 
amendments offered by Congressman SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Congressman CASTLE, and 
Congressmen KASICH, STENHOLM, and PENNY 
would all effectively address the abuses that 
have plagued previous emergency spending 
bills. Under these amendments, emergency 
spending would no longer be added to the 
deficit and nonemergency items would no 
longer be inserted in emergency bills. The 
Castle amendment would provide for unex
pected emergencies by setting aside emer
gency funds in the annual budget process. 
The Kasich-Stenholm-Penny amendment 
would outright prohibit nonemergency spend
ing in emergency spending bills. 

If these three amendments fail, I will vote for 
the Spratt amendment, which allows any 
Member of the House to try to eliminate the 
wasteful nonemergency spending in an emer
gency spending bill. This amendment is not as 
strong as the other three amendments being 
offered. I feel that the nonemergency spending 
should not be in the bills in the first place. But 
the Spratt amendment is better than the cur
rent situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as modified, offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. SAM JOHNSON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 160, noes 258, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 400) 
AYES-160 

Allard Ballenger Bl11rakts 
Andrews (NJ) Barca Blute 
Armey Barrett (NE) Boehlert 
Bachus (AL) Bartlett Boehner 
Baker (CA) Barton Bon!lla 
Baker (LA) Bereuter Bunning 
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Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Colllns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapa 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews <ME) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bl1ley 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 

Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller (FL> 
Minge 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 

NOES-258 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
.Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 

Penny 
Peterson (MN> 
Petri 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Ra.ms tad 
Ravenel 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Swett 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Upton 
Walker 
Weldon 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
H1lliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 22849 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd' 
Long 
Lowey 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvtnsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
M1ller(CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pastor 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Ra.hall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Snowe 
Spratt 

Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelll 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-21 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Becerra 
Dicks 
Flake 
Grams 
Hunter 

LaFalce 
Lantos 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McMillan 
Mfume 
Michel 

D 1324 

Moran 
Reynolds 
Slattery 
Spence 
Sundquist 
Thomas (WY) 
Washington 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Grams for, with Mr. Becerra against. 

Mr. VALENTINE and Mr. EVERETT 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. KLUG and Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RAHALL). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 2 printed in House Re
port 103--B90. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. CASTLE 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. CASTLE: Strike all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF BUDGET RE

SERVE ACCOUNT. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-A budget reserve ac

count (hereinafter in this section referred to 

as the "account") shall be established for the 
purpose of setting aside adequate funding for 
natural disasters and national security 
emergencies. 

(b) PRIOR APPROPRIATION REQUIRED.-The 
account shall consist of such sums as may be 
provided in advance in appropriation Acts 

· for a particular fiscal year. 
(c) RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS.-(1) Not

withstanding any other provision of law, the 
amounts in the account shall not be avail
able for other than emergency funding re
quirements for particular natural disasters 
or national security emergencies so des
ignated by Acts of Congress. 

(2) Funds in the account that are not obli
gated during the fiscal year for which they 
are appropriated may only be used for deficit 
reduction purposes. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS 

CHANGES. 
(a) CONTENTS OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS 

ON THE BUDGET.-Section 301(a) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by 
redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as para
graphs (7) and (8), respectively, and by in
serting after paragraph (5) the following new 
paragraph: 

"(6) total new budget authority and total 
budget outlays for emergency funding re
quirements for natural disasters and na
tional security emergencies to be included in 
a budget reserve account;". 

(b) SECTION 602 ALLOCATIONS.-(!) Section 
602 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(f) COMMITTEE SPENDING ALLOCATIONS AND 
SUBALLOCATIONS FOR BUDGET RESERVE AC
COUNT.-

"(1) ALLOCATIONS.-The joint explanatory 
statement accompanying a conference report 
on a budget resolution shall include alloca
tions, consistent with the resolution rec
ommended in the conference report, of the 
appropriate levels (for each fiscal year cov
ered by that resolution) of total new budget 
authority and outlays to the Committee on 
Appropriations of each House for emergency 
funding requirements for natural disasters 
and national security emergencies to be in
cluded in a budget reserve account. 

"(2) SUBALLOCATIONS.-As soon as prac
ticable after a budget resolution is agreed to, 
the Committee on Appropriations of each 
House (after consulting with the Committee 
on Appropriations of the other House) shall 
suballocate each amount allocated to it for 
the budget year under paragraph (1) among 
its subcommittees. Each Committee on Ap
propriations shall promptly report to its 
House suballocations· made or revised under 
this paragraph.". 

(2) Section 602(c) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting 
"or subsection (f)(l)" after "subsection (a)" 
and by inserting "or subsection (f)(2)" after 
"subsection (b)". 
SEC. S. REPEAL OF ADJUSTMENT FOR EMER

GENCY APPROPRIATIONS. 
Section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget 

and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
repealed. 
SEC. 4. REPORTING. 

Not later than November 30, 1996, and at 
annual intervals thereafter, ·the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
submit a report to each House of Congress 
listing the amounts of money expended from 
the budget reserve account established under 
section 1 for the fiscal year ending during 
that calendar year for each natural disaster 
and national security emergency. 
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SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by it 
shall apply to fiscal year 1996 and subsequent 
fiscal years. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Delaware 
[Mr. CASTLE] will be recognized for 15 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, last July floods in the 
Midwest drove thousands of people 
from their homes and wreaked millions 
of dollars worth of damage to property 
in many States. This disaster caused a 
controversial debate in the House. 

The debate was not over whether our 
Government should provide aid to the 
victims of the flood. Virtually every 
Member of this body agreed that we 
had to respond immediately to that 
disaster. The debate was over whether 
we should try to pay for the cost of 
flood assistance or just add another $5 
billion to the deficit. 

As my colleague will recall, the 
House initially defeated the rule for 
the emergency appropriations bill be
cause a majority of the Members of the 
House believed that we should offset 
the cost of the aid with cuts in other 
programs. There were accusations that 
Members did not care about the suffer
ing of the flood victims because they 
wanted to do the responsible thing and 
pay for the aid within our budget lim
its. 

The frustration of Members on both 
sides was understandable, but the real 
.fault lies with the flood emergency 
spending process. The current process 
does not allow us to plan for the natu
ral disasters which are almost sure to 
occur. 

When a flood, earthquake, or hurri
cane does occur, we simply add the cost 
to the deficit and justify it by saying 
that we have to get the relief to the 
victims as soon as possible. 

D 1330 
Mr. Chairman, the simple solution is 

that we must plan for emergencies. If 
we held some funds in reserve, we could 
respond to disasters promptly within 
our budget limits. 

My amendment would require Con
gress to annually set aside funds in a 
budget reserve account to pay for 
emergencies. The funds in the reserve 
account 'would be within the annual 
discretionary spending limits. Many of 
us who have a background in State 
government know this as a rainy day 
fund. 

The annual budget resolution would 
set a total amount to be set aside in 
the account. Congress and the adminis
tration could consult on what funds 
were needed in previous years and de
termine a realistic amount for the 
fund. 

The average cost of domestic emer
gency spending bills since 1989 has been 
$5.2 billion. If that amount were set 
aside in fiscal year 1996, we would have 
a significant amount of money to deal 
with most emergencies within our an
nual spending limits. My amendment 
would give Congress the incentive to 
set an adequate amount of money 
aside, because it would eliminate Con
gress' authority to appropriate emer
gency funds in excess of the annual 
spending caps. 

Mr. Chairman, what happens if a dis
aster exhausts the reserve account? 
There is always the chance that a dis
aster or a series of disasters could re
quire more emergency funds than are 
available in the reserve account. 

If such a serious situation occurred, 
there are a couple of steps Congress 
could take. First, we could make cuts 
in other programs to free up funds for 
additional disaster relief within the 
spending caps. This is often what we 
try to do under the current budget 
rules. 

Mr. Chairman, the second remedy we 
could follow if a disaster exhausted the 
reserve account is that if a natural dis
aster was so severe or there was a na
tional security emergency, like Oper
ation Desert Storm, there would surely 
be agreement in Congress to pass legis
lation waiving the budget reserve ac
count law to respond to a special situa
tion. 

However, the reserve account would 
allow us to respond to the vast major
ity of emergencies within our spending 
limits. We do not even attempt to do 
this under the current process. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, the funds 
in the reserve account could only be 
used for specific natural disasters and 
national security emergencies des
ignated by acts of Congress. This will 
prevent funds for nonemergency 
projects from being paid for with funds 
from the reserve account. In addition, 
because emergency funds would be 
within the annual budget limits, Con
gress would be more careful in spend
ing these funds. 

Mr. Chairman, it should be stressed 
that the funds would be held in the re
serve account until an emergency oc
curred, and then the Committee on Ap
propriations would allocate the funds 
to the appropriate Federal agencies to 
respond to the disaster. No executive 
agency would be given any additional 
discretionary funds. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will 
also improve the monitoring of how 
emergency funds were spent. The Office 
of Management and Budget [OMBJ, 
would be required to report annually to 
Congress on how the funds from the ac
count are allocated for each emer
gency. 

If we are fortunate enough to escape 
some marginal disasters in a particular 
year, and there are funds left in the re
serve account, they would be returned 

to the Treasury to reduce the deficit. I 
know Members will argue that the dis
cretionary spending caps are already 
very tight, and we cannot afford to re
turn $5 billion to $6 billion to the 
Treasury. I would argue that the defi
cit is still in excess of $200 billion and 
that any savings should go to reduce 
the deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of reform
ing the emergency spending process 
should be to save money that is not 
needed to respond to disasters. My 
amendment will accomplish that. 

There is no perfect solution to the 
problem of emergency spending, Mr. 
Chairman. There is always the poten
tial for a disaster or a war which would 
require special spending. However, we 
can make real progress if we set aside 
money for the most likely disasters. 
The budget reserve account would 
bring emergency spending within the 
annual budget process and enable us to 
plan for them in a fiscally responsible 
manner. Mr. Chairman, I urge my col
leagues to support the Castle amend
ment to H.R. 4906. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. 
CASTLE], and if I have time at the end 
of my remarks, I would like to ask a 
question of him. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot create a 
rainy day fund by looking in a rearview 
mirror and saying that over 10 or 20 
years we have needed an average of $3 
billion to $5 billion, because the gen
tleman from Delaware, in his amend
ment, not only creates this fund, but 
ties our hands as to what we will do to 
deal with disasters of much greater 
magnitude. 

We can speculate forever what might 
occur if there would be a hurricane 
that hits Miami, an earthquake, or 
some type of natural disaster, in Cali
fornia or in Hawaii, and we know that 
the cost of these could go far beyond $3 
billion or $5 billion. The gentleman's 
approach, is really silent to that possi
bility. 

That could raise a serious problems 
for us. What will we do when we have 
expended all the money in his reserve 
account? The gentleman, in his "Dear 
Colleague" letter, merely speculates 
that Congress will rise to the occasion, 
but the gentleman, with his amend
ment, ties our hands. 

If the gentleman wants to go beyond 
it, we are talking not just about natu
ral disasters, but about items of na
tional security. When we went in 
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Desert Storm and Desert Shield, we 
needed quickly, under President Bush, 
$42 billion to protect the men and 
women in uniform. We did not have 
time to come and debate some sort of 
budget reform experiment. We had to 
move quickly, to protect the men and 
women in our armed services. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gen
tleman supported President Bush's de
cision to fund our military effort at the 
time, and I did, too. We did not want to 
shortchange them. Had we been living 
under the gentleman's approach, Mr. 
Chairman, restricted to a rainy day 
fund of $3 to $5 billion, we would have 
spent all that in a moment, and still 
had a responsibility to find some $35 
billion to $40 billion very quickly. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman does not sug
gest how we would do that. 

I would tell the Members that I think 
the gentleman from Delaware is on the 
right track. Our disaster task force 
would like to work with him and oth
ers to come up with this fund, but we 
have to create the flexibility to re
spond to real human needs, such as 
protecting our men and women in uni
form. We cannot entangle our national 
security in a budget reform experi
ment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Castle amendment, to work with 
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. 
CASTLE] and everyone on our task force 
to find an approach that is sensible, 
flexible, and really serves the needs of 
this country. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to 
what my good friend, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] said. He 
makes a valid point. I appreciate the 
work he does on the disasters task 
force, if that is the correct name. I 
think we have to address this issue. I 
appreciate this debate in general be
cause I think it is so important. 

The gentleman does raise the issue of 
emergency spending. There is no way 
we can state, obviously, exactly what 
the emergencies are going to be. The 
States cannot do it, the local munici
palities cannot do it, none of us can do 
it at this time. 

I believe that the proposal which I 
have put before this Congress today 
comes as close to that as we possibly 
can; that is, a look back to determine 
what it has been over the last 5 years, 
averaging it out and trying to work it 
into next year's budget, for example. 

The gentleman does raise a valid 
point. There could be situations which 
are going to go above whatever that 
emergency appropriation is going to be 
in any particular year. If so, there are 
a couple of things we can do. 

One is, if it is within reason, if it is 
an extra half of a billion dollars or $100 
million, or whatever reason may be, we 
could go back into the budget under 
the caps and try to fit it in, with reduc-

tions of other expenditures, depending 
on the circumstances, the year or 
whatever it may be. 

Second, we could pass special legisla
tion overriding the budget reserve ac
count. In other words, it sets a higher 
standard, if you will, for this than we 
have presently, in which we simply ap
propriate emergency expenditures and 
automatically raise the caps by doing 
that. So I believe it does set a higher 
standard to do it in this way. I think 
we will find in most years, Mr. Chair
man, we will not have that problem. 

One other thing I would address. I 
think by putting this money in the 
budget itself that we do, indeed, ad
dress the issue that I do not think we 
have focused on very much here, and 
that is how we regulate the amount of 
money which is spent and how much 
money we should be spending, and 
doing more to help with flood insur
ance, earthquake insurance, and some 
of the other areas that would have pri
vate offsets to some of these disasters. 
I hope your committee would look at 
that as well. 

D 1340 
I would hope your committee would 

look at that as well. I appreciate your 
comments, but I do think it is ad
dressed. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CASTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman completely in his 
conclusion. But would we not face a 
practical problem if we had a national 
emergency, a security emergency, 
some problem in Korea or a Desert · 
Storm situation where Congress would 
be forced to come in here and engage in 
a debate over whether we ought to cut 
the Veterans Administration, whether 
we ought to cut the FBI, where is the 
money coming from? Is it not more 
sensible to respond more quickly to a 
national security need and a national 
disaster? 

I am afraid the gentleman's amend
ment will tie our hands and have Con
gress engaged in a debate when the 
American people want us to act quick
ly to protect men and women in uni
form and to respond to an emergency. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman. It is just a ques
tion of what the language actually 
does, because he is absolutely correct. I 
want us to be able to respond quickly 
as well. As I indicated, if it is a small 
amount of money, we could go back 
into the budget caps. If it is a large 
sum of money, a war in the Middle 
East, for example, which clearly does 
not fit into this rainy-day fund/budget 
reserve, if you will, we could in that 
situation pass special legislation over
riding the budget reserve account legis
lation and we would actually add it to 
the budget in that particular way. But 

it would happen automatically. We 
would have to pass the legislation to do 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it makes us 
focus more crisply on what we are 
doing. I think it is the best way we can 
handle it. It is not perfect. I am not 
sitting here saying that we have per
fection. I have not been able to find 
that yet. If I had, we probably would 
all be in agreement and we would not 
have to worry about this. But I think it 
is the best thing we can do. It makes us 
focus on the emergencies we know we 
can handle and bring them within the 
budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a specific ex
ample of why this is not a good amend
ment. Before 1990, we had a reserve 
fund for the small business disaster 
loan fund. In those years when there 
were less than a normal number of dis
asters, the reserve was built up, and 
the reserve was there then when we had 
more than a normal number of disas
ters. It was abolished in 1990 out at An
drews Air Force Base at that big deal 
out there. 
. Since that time, they have been try

ing to ask for an average of the amount 
that would be needed in the fund. They 
take the last 5 years, or I believe in 
this case it was 10 years, they dropped 
the high year and the low year and re
quest an average. If the disasters for 
that year are less than the average, 
they are all funded. If they are above 
average in total, they are not going to 
.be funded, if we have got an emer
gency. It is the ones that are above av
erage, it is in those years we need the 
money faster, not slower. 

Mr. Chairman, this does not solve 
anything. We have already tried it now 
in the last 4 years with the SBA disas
ter loan fund and it just does not work. 
This ought to be turned down. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am rising in support 
of the Castle amendment. I want to 
speak first of all to the question about 
speed and being able to get to these 
things quickly. If we think about the 
events that went on last summer when 
we did not have this kind of a fund and 
we were trying to deal with the prob
lems that we had in Iowa, we spent sev
eral weeks trying to come up with 
some sort of a rule, first of all, that 
would even allow us to get to the floor 
on the question of disaster relief. So I 
think that speed becomes something of 
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a bogey in this when what we are to do 
is to get to something quickly. I do not 
think that that is really the issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I think what we ought 
to talk about is what is the purpose or 
what is the purpose of the gentleman 
from Delaware in creating this bill in 
the first place? That is essentially fis
cal responsibility, so that we instead of 
having to go the Federal budget with
out funding that has already been ap
propriated in advance, we are doing it 
on a happenstance, after-the-fact basis. 
It is just not good business. It is not 
the way that business prepares for it
self. It is not the way that we ought to 
be preparing for ourselves in the Unit
ed States Government. 

It is common sense to plan ahead. It 
is common sense to create a contin
gency fund. Most importantly what 
will not happen is we will not have the 
kind of abuse, the kind of exploitation 
of the emergency supplemental that we 
have seen repeatedly over time after 
time after time . where we used that as 
an excuse to generate some extra 
spending for particular districts. 

I think that that is particularly why 
the Citizens Against Government 
Waste has written to endorse this bill. 
We say, "Why are they endorsing it?" 

Because the base bill, according to 
them, is "meaningless, it lacks even 
the cosmetic changes to solve the prob
lem of uncontrolled pork-barrel spend
ing on emergency appropriations. It de
serves strong bipartisan support." 

It goes on, "Not only is its planning 
fiscally prudent but it also removes the 
incentive for Congress to use the 
events of human suffering and tragedy 
to add pork to congressional port
folios." 

Finally, with respect to the concern 
that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] has about Desert Storm fund
ing, it would be part of the same de
bate, it would all take place at the 
same time, so that it could be dis
patched at that time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Castle amendment. I 
do not want to cast aspersions on it, 
but it is actually worse than the John
son amendment, because we are talk
ing about specific numbers. We are not 
talking about a formula. This would di
rectly affect the allocation for military 
construction as it would for defense 
spending. 

Mr. Chairman, I am chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Military Construc
tion and serve on the Defense Sub
committee. The gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA] spoke very elo
quently about what the Johnson 
amendment would do to defense. 

We saw military construction last 
year, they asked for $1.6 billion that 
was asked to be cut from military con
struction. We talk about quality of life 

and we talk about things that we can 
do. But under this amendment, we 
would have to take drastic cuts in mili
tary construction. We had some 70 
Members of this body, both Democrats 
and Republicans, that requested what I 
assumed to be legitimate projects in 
the military construction budget. The 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] 
requested a project in his district. But 
under this amendment, we would not 
have been able to do these projects for 
Members. I am assuming that they 
were legitimate, needed projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that this is 
very ill-advised and I would urge Mem
bers to take a very close look at it and 
how it affects especially what I am fo
cusing on, our military establishment, 
our quality of life for our men and 
women who served in the Gulf, who 
serve us in these peacekeeping efforts, 
look very closely, because military 
spending is discretionary spending, and 
we are going to have to take the hit on 
half of whatever it is that goes into 
these amendments. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
-gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman for his state
ment. We serve together on the Sub
committee on Defense of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. This would have 
a dramatic impact at this point, espe
cially when we have reduced defense 
spending by over $100 billion in the last 
10 years. I commend the gentleman for 
his statement. He is absolutely correct. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to remind Members that would 
have a tendency to vote for this 
amendment, there are some 70 Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle that re
quested projects. Some 70 of them got 
projects. I assume they were legiti
mate. But we cannot have it both ways, 
fellows. We cannot have it both ways. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge people to 
take a very close look and vote against 
this amendment. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has 
made some very astute comments, and 
I think they deserve discussion and I 
think it is part of the discussion we 
have to have in general to come up 
with a solution to this 

First, we are talking about on aver
age now, without dictating obviously 
what the budget committees might do 
in the future, around $5 billion total 
that would have to go into a rainy day 
fund or budget reserve account that we 
are dealing with here. This would come 
out of funds that already exist. 

In a budget of $1.5 trillion, we are 
dealing with about $500 billion or so 
that may relate to some of the discre
tionary spending. Clearly not all of 
this is military spending, although 
some of it is military spending. Each 

year we have a number of appropria
tions. Just last week we were debating 
the crime bill on which we are dealing 
with some $33 billion, for example, over 
a 6-year period, I believe, that would be 
spent to try to reduce crime. 

We make decisions on a regular basis. 
Once we have made the decision to in
clude this amount of money in our 
budget appropriations each year, I do 
not think we will have any trouble fit
ting it in, and I do not think for a 
minute it is all going to come out of 
the military. I for one am not wanting 
to reduce that any more than we have 
to as it is. And it has been reduced dra
matically in recent years. 

Curiously enough, if this proposal 
has been before us 4 or 5 years ago 
when we started to reduce the military 
budget, we could have resolved the 
problem by putting it in at that time 
based on some of those reductions. I 
think that has probably gone far 
enough at this point. 

Mr. Chairman, I do believe we can go 
through that budget and find other 
areas where reductions could be made, 
where expenditures could be saved, in 
which we could fit in a budget reserve 
account, and then we would not have 
the problem of adding to the deficit 
each year and to the debt of the United 
States of America. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I am driv
ing at, for this amendment and some of 
the other things I have talked about 
here, simply trying to make the budget 
process of this Congress work in such a 
way that we are attacking the problem 
with the deficit and we are attacking 
the problem of the debt of the United 
States of America. 

D 1350 
I believe this is one step we are going 

to have to take. 
So far I have not heard a better solu

tion or suggestion. If there is one, then 
by God I am going to back that one as 
well. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, could 
the Chair advise how much time is re
maining on each side? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RAHALL). The gentleman from Dela
ware [Mr. CASTLE] has 21/2 minutes re
maining and the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] has 71/2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN]. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 
There are a lot of concerns expressed 
here, but my concern is the speculative 
nature of this amendment. If Members 
like to gamble, then I think they would 
love the uncertainties associated with 
this amendment. First we have to 
guess at what number will turn up, 
what number to put in this jackpot, if 
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you will, and guess what natural disas
ters and national security emergencies 
are going to occur during the next 
year. Then everybody after that loses, 
just like in most gambling. 

Money for this emergency jackpot, if 
you will, is taken from the 602(a) allo
cations, and that is reducing the total 
amount now available under previously 
negotiated, tight caps, tightly nego
tiated by the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO] and the Committee 
on the Budget. That takes money away 
from defense, make no mistake about 
it, and it takes it away from all discre
tionary spending. 

For example, let us assume that this 
emergency jackpot amounts to 
$11,900,000,000 already spent for de
clared disasters this year. Just taking 
one category of funding, crime fight
ing, Mr. Chairman, the crime fighting 
fund category would lose a total of at 
least $347 million. That is significant. 
We are going through a process right 
now, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROGERS] and our fine subcommit
tee and this whole Chamber of trying 
to apply resources to this national 
emergency. 

This reduction, under the Castle 
amendment, would undo the law en
forcement enhancements appropriated 
in fiscal year 1995. The FBI, for exam
ple, is provided an increase over fiscal 
1994 levels to restore agent strength 
back to the 1992 levels. This amend
ment would cut an estimated $60 mil
lion from the FBI and prevent the hir
ing of approximately 400 badly needed 
agents. 

The Drug Enforcement Administra
tion is provided an increase over fiscal 
1994 levels to restore agent strength 
back to 1992 levels, and this amend
ment would cut an estimated $20 mil
lion from DEA and prevent the hiring 
of an anticipated 300 badly needed 
agents. 

With regard to Border Patrol agents 
that we worked so hard to enhance, in 
order to beef up the southern border of 
the United States to keep out illegal 
aliens, this amendment would cut $40 
million and drastically reduce the 
thousand agents that we are adding in 
this bill. 

That is not all, Mr. Chairman. Under 
this proposal, any additional emer
gency money needed in excess of the 
jackpot fund, a fund we are going to 
guess at how much we are going to 
'need, would have to be offset, another 
uncertainty, another gamble, further 
reducing crime fighting monies. 

Finally, if there happens to be any 
jackpot money left over, it cannot be 
applied to crime fighting. It goes back 
to the treasury, Mr. Chairman. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I consider this 
to be budgetary extremism, not in
tended to be- but still budgetary extre
mism. It is a kind of budgetary one
upsmanship, and we cannot just be 
stampeded into voting for budget pro-

posals which are essentially gambles. 
The only real unknown here is how 
much are we all going to be losers, how 
much are we going to reduce crime 
fighting, national defense, and make no 
mistake about it, to significantly re
duce all discretionary spending. 

I hope this amendment is defeated. 
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 

I have 21/2 minutes remaining and I 
have no other requests for time. I 
would like to reserve the right to close; 
I think I have that right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct, he has the right to close de
bate and reserves the balance of his 
time. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY], chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
Members to vote against this amend
ment, because while it claims to be a 
rainy day amendment, it provides no 
exception if you have a flood or a hur
ricane or a truly draconian disaster. 

It is a good idea to have a rainy day 
fund. I do not have any objection to 
that. I am willing to work with Mem
bers in trying to strengthen that idea. 
But to say that there will be no excep
tions, to say that regardless of the dis
aster incurred by this country, regard
less of whether we are hit by a nuclear 
attack, regardless of whether or not we 
wind up having a war in Korea, or a 
Desert Storm, to say that regardless of 
any national security consideration we 
will not have an exception to this rule 
is, in my view, muddleheaded. 

I would also suggest when the gen
tleman says do not worry, if it is a real 
emergency Congress can always pass 
more legislation to fix it up, I would 
suggest that demonstrates the fallacy 
of this amendment. We cannot put this 
country at risk. We cannot put our
selves in a position where we will have 
to count on being able to get through a 
Senate filibuster, for instance, and say 
well, do not worry about that, we will 
take care of it at the time. We ought to 
see ahead, we ought to recognize that 
there are some emergencies which are 
unknowable. We cannot expect that 
God himself must ask for a budget 
waiver. We have to be reasonable. 

Members can be reasonable by reject
ing this amendment, sitting down and 
working with the committee to try to 
work out what is truly a rainy day 
fund. But to suggest that somehow we 
ought to put an average number in this 
account does not take into account the 
fact that one year we have an $11 bil
lion problem and the next year we have 
a zero billion dollar problem. It makes 
no sense . This country does not live on 
averages. 

I urge Members to vote against the 
amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA]. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, let me 
talk about what the Castle amendment 
would do to defense. The gentleman 
from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] mentioned 
the fact he did not want to cut defense. 
I know he and I feel exactly the same 
way about that. However the reality is 
that his amendment would have a dra
matic adverse impact on the national 
security of this country. 

All of us would like to see a fund set 
aside for emergencies. But if we take 
an across-the-board cut for such a fund, 
it would amount to perhaps $5 to $6 bil
lion out of defense. What are the things 
that would be cut? The first thing 
would be pay. Why do I pick out pay? 
The Pentagon this year did not send a 
pay raise down to us. The Congress had 
to insist on it and rightly so. It is 
something that the troops deserved. 
They are deployed away from home 
more often. They are away from their 
families, and it is something that cer
tainly they deserve. The raise we in
cluded was not adequate, but at least it 
was a little bit to help out. 

The second thing to be cut by this 
proposal would be medical care for the 
families and for the people in the serv
ice. I have taken a personal interest in 
trying to increase the quality of medi
cal care for the people in the military. 

The other thing that would be de
pleted, reduced, is the readiness of our 
American Forces. We right now have a 
backlog of real property maintenance, 
a backlog of $12 billion. We have a 
backlog of $2 billion in depot mainte
nance. These are the accounts for 
maintaining war-fighting facilities and 
equipment used by our military. They 
are the heart of readiness for the mili
tary. If we take another $5 to $6 billion 
across the board from the military, 
those are the programs that would 
have to be reduced in order to get the 
money to make the expenditures for 
day-to-day operations to keep the mili
tary going. 

An extremely high percentage of our 
military budget is for personnel costs. 
So they have fewer places to get funds 
for reductions. Our readiness would be 
affected by this amendment. With this 
amendment the way it works we can 
say we are going to look someplace 
other than defense, but 50 percent of 
the discretionary money in the budget 
is for the military. So there is no place 
else to look. 

We have to be realistic and practical 
about this. If we are going to offer an 
amendment like this, it is going to af
fect the military. We cannot afford any 
cuts in the military. We cannot afford 
any cuts in the military because it will 
affect readiness dramatically. 

I urge Members to vote against this 
amendment. 

0 1400 
Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, I am just going to 

speak as plainly as I can to what we 
have heard today. 
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First of all, there are some very 

knowledgeable and erstwhile Members 
of this Congress who have taken the 
floor to oppose this amendment, some
thing I do not particularly like, but 
something which I appreciate. 

They have articulated their message, 
I think, extraordinarily well. Their ar
gument basically is it would be very 
difficult to do this even though it 
might be a good idea simply because we 
would have to make reductions in 
areas that we do not want to make re
ductions in. 

I think the problem is a little bit 
broader than this. The people at home 
are saying, "What is wrong with the 
Federal Government? Why cannot the 
Federal Government actually get its 
expenditures to the level that they are 
balancing the budget, that they are 
dealing with the problems which they 
have?" 

In my view, there are many mecha
nisms by which we can do this. One 
which I serve on is the entitlement 
commission. It is meeting, and while 
that is not the money we are nec
essarily talking about here, if we re
duce those entitlements, we may even
tually free up other money to go into 
discretionary accounts. 

Secondly is dealing with all discre
tionary accounts, not just the military 
budget, which is a substantial part of 
it, but all other accounts which are 
there. There is a substantial amount of 
money there. I am sure we can go in 
and do something about that, perhaps 
dealing with some of the areas of cost 
of living, some of the other things 
which are done in that particular cir
cumstance. 

Most States recognize their prob
lems. They, too, had problems bal
ancing their budgets. Most States have 
adopted rainy-day funds so they are 
able to take care of these problems. 

I think when we talk about putting 
the country at risk, are we putting the 
country any less at risk every time we 
have some sort of emergency just add
ing onto the deficit for that year and 
ultimately adding onto our debt so our 
children and their children are going to 
be paying higher and higher debt, and 
as of yesterday, a higher interest per
haps on that debt? 

That is huge problem in the United 
States of America today, one the aver
age family or the average municipal 
government simply cannot carry. 

We have to address this problem, and 
we have to address the amount of 
spending that comes into these emer
gency appropriations. 

I believe this legislation addresses 
that. We are saying set aside a sum of 
money, be very careful about your 
spending on emergencies, if you have a 
small amount you have to go back in 
for, you can go back in and make ad
justments and do something about that 
and, indeed, if you have a substantial 
problem, then we could pass legislation 

which would go beyond the budget re
straints which are there. So we could 
address the problems of emergencies in 
the United States of America. 

This is not calculus. It is relatively 
simplistic, a relatively simplistic solu
tion, one which is extraordinarily 
workable. 

Mr. Chairman for that reason, I 
would ask each and every one of us to 
think about what we campaigned on 
back home, think about how we are 
trying to balance the budget, be con
servative in our spending, vote for this 
amendment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, the fun
damental problem with the Castle amendment 
is that it requires us to foresee and budget for 
the unforeseeable. If we could foresee emer
gencies, we could budget for them. If we knew 
a hurricane was going to strike Delaware and 
other States on the east coast next month an 
cause several billion dollars in damage, then 
we could indeed set aside the money to help 
the victims. But we do not know that. It may 
be a decade before we have such an event. 
It may be next week. Whenever it happens, 
we have no idea what it will cost. Under these 
circumstances it is difficult to budget accu
rately-the reason the emergency exception 
was included in the first place. 

In the meantime, the money which the Cas
tle amendment would require be set aside for 
catastrophes could address the ongoing needs 
of our citizens for education, national defense, 
environmental cleanup, and so forth. We have 
countless very real needs in this country which 
we can identify. We have roads that need re
pair. We have hungry children who need food. 
We have diseases afoot that cry out for more 
research dollars. We have many more children 
who need head Start than we have places for. 
There is no shortage of needs for scarce Fed
eral resources. 

We can take money away from these real, 
identifiable needs and set it aside on specula
tion that we will have a disaster somewhere 
worthy of Federal help. If we want to neglect 
the needs we know we have in an attempt to 
advance-fund needs we may never have, we 
can do that. But I do not think it makes sense. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, setting aside an
nually a pot of money to fund emergencies 
may actually lead to even more requests for 
Federal disaster money. We all understand 
that pots of money are very enticing. People 
want to get their hands on it. Since the 
amendment says the funds in the reserve ac
count may be used only for emergencies, all 
one has to do to get into the pot of money is 
declare an emergency. 

We all know what emergencies are as we 
use the term today. There are things like natu
ral disasters, which strike without warning on 
a nonrecurring basis. But with a pot of money 
around, we will undoubtedly start to have 
emergencies. Will we be able to resist political 
pressures to enlarge the scope of what we call 
emergencies and spend the money? In other 
words, Mr. Chairman, is it not likely that by 
budgeting for emergencies we will ultimately 
have as many emergencies as we budget for 
until the money is gone, every year? It seems 
to me that is what we risk by making emer
gencies a line item in the budget, as the 

amendment proposes. At least now they are 
unusual occurrences and treated as such. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to oppose 
the Castle amendment. In the long run it could 
end up costing more money. It would definitely 
shortchange the needs we know we have to 
fund needs we do not know we have. That is 
not the best way to serve the citizens of this 
country. The base bill addresses the problem 
of nonemergency items in emergency bills. 
Support the base bill. 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of the amendment offered by 
my friend and colleague, the former Governor 
of the State of Delaware, Mr. CASTLE. 

I am a cosponsor of Representative CAS
TLE'S amendment, H.R. 4189, because I be
lieve it is a sound approach to improve the 
way this body deals with national disasters. 

For too long, several Members of this body 
have attached unnecessary, nonemergency 
spending to emergency funding bills, which 
provide crucial assistance to thousands of 
Americans in need every year. 

Congress can not protect Americans from 
natural disasters such as earthquake and 
floods. However, the Castle Amendment will 
supply the tools necessary to aid those af
fected by such devastating events. 

The Castle amendment will require the Fed
eral Government to prepare for emergencies 
the same way that State and local govern
ments do. 

Congress would set aside funds in a budget 
reserve account every year so that it would be 
prepared for in-evitable emergencies. This ac
count would be on-budget and part of the an
nual appropriations process. 

If these funds were not used during a par
ticular year, they would be returned to the 
U.S. Treasury. 

Simply put, the Castle amendment will force 
us to plan ahead. 

I ·urge my colleagues to vote to restore ac
countability to budgeting for natural disasters. 

Vote for the Castle amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

RAHALL). The question is on the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 184, noes 235, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 401) 
AYES-184 

Allard Bentley Castle 
Andrews (NJ) B111rakis Clinger 
Andrews (TX} Bliley Coble 
Archer Blute Collins <GA) 
Armey Boehle rt Combest 
Bachus (AL) Boehner Condit 
Baker (CA) Bon1lla Cooper 
Baker (LA) Bunning Coppersmith 
Ballenger Burton Cox 
Barca Buyer Crane 
Barrett (NE) Callahan Crapo 
Bartlett Calvert Cunningham 
Barton Camp Deal 
Bateman Canady De Lay 
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Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
English 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Franks <CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Be Henson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bev111 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH} 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 

Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 

NOES--235 

De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett , 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 

Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Swett 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Valentine 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson <SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
KanJorski 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
La Falce 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lewey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
MargoUes-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 22855 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
M1ller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 

Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricell1 
Towns 
Traf1cant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W1lliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-20 
Becerra 
Chapman 
Derrick 
Flake 
Grams 
Hunter 
Kaptur 

Lantos 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McM1llan 
Michel 
Moran 
Reynolds 

D 1423 

Romero-Barcelo 
(PR) 

Slattery 
Spence 
Sundquist 
Thomas (WY) 
Washington 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Grams for, with Mr. Derrick against. 
Mr. Spence for, with Mr. Becerra against. 

Mr. YATES and Mr. MFUME changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. LEWIS of Kentucky, 
PALLONE, DEUTSCH, and GILMAN 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chairman, 

earlier today I was en route to Washington 
from Wyoming, where we held our primary 
elections yesterday, and missed several roll
call votes. Had I been present, I would have 
voted "aye" on rollcall No. 400, the Johnson 
amendment, and I would have voted "aye" on 
rollcall No. 401, the Castle amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
LOWEY). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 3 reprinted in House 
Report 103-690. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. KASICH 

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, pur
suant to the rule, I offer an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. KASICH: Strike all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 

SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "Emergency 

Spending Control Act of 1994". 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCY SPENDING. 

(a) EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: "However, OMB shall not ad
just any discretionary spending limit under 
this clause for any statute that designates 
appropriations as emergency requirements if 
that statute contains an appropriation for 
any other matter, event, or occurrence, but 
that statute may contain rescissions of 
budget authority.". 

(b) EMERGENCY LEGISLATION.-Section 
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "However, OMB shall not designate 
any such amounts of new budget authority, 
outlays, or receipts as emergency require
ments in the report required under sub
section (d) if that statute contains any other 
provisions that are not so designated, but 
that statute may contain provisions that re
duce direct spending.". 

(C) NEW POINT OF ORDER.-Title IV of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 

"POINT OF ORDER REGARDING EMERGENCIES 
"SEC. 408. It shall not be in order in the 

House of Representatives or the Senate to 
consider any bill or joint resolution, or 
amendment thereto or conference report 
thereon, containing an emergency designa
tion for purposes of section 251(b)(2)(D) or 
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 if it also provides 
an appropriation or direct spending for any 
other item or contains any other matter, but 
that bill or joint resolution, amendment, or 
conference report may contain rescissions of 
budget authority or reductions of direct 
spending, or that amendment may reduce 
amounts for that emergency.". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents set forth in section l(b) of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 313 the following 
new item: 
"Sec. 408. Point of order regarding emer

gencies.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will be recognized 
for 15 minutes, and a Member opposed 
to the amendment will be recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY] rise in opposition? 

Mr. OBEY. Yes, Madam Chairman, I 
do. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], 
a coauthor of the amendment. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, 
the Kasich-Stenholm-Penny substitute 
before us now would significantly clean 
up emergency appropriations bills by 
prohibiting extraneous items from 
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being included in emergency appropria
tions bills and conference reports. 

This amendment is not as far reach
ing as the previous two substitutes 
that have been considered today. While 
I am disappointed that the proposals 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON] and the gentleman from 
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE] to require that 
we pay for emergency spending 
through the regular budget process did 
not receive majority support today, I 
hope that the support that they re
ceived will underscore to the members 
of the Durbin-Emerson task force on 
emergencies the desire within this 
body to establish a process for funding 
emergency relief within normal budget 
rules. 

Under the Kasich-Penny-Stenholm 
amendment, a point of order would be 
established against the consideration 
of any emergency appropriations bill or 
conference report that included extra
neous items. As a backup enforcement, 
our amendment would prevent the Of
fice of Management and Budget from 
adjusting the caps to reflect the spend
ing in an emergency appropriations bill 
if the bill included extraneous i terns. 
This backup enforcement provision 
could not be waived. 

By prohibiting extraneous items 
from being included in emergency 
spending conference reports, this 
amendment will prevent the other body 
from embarrassing us by slipping pork 
barrel spending into emergency appro
priations bills. Anyone who is familiar 
with the appropriations understands 
where most of the embarrassing items 
have been slipped into emergency ap
propriations bills. The funds for the 
FBI fingerprint facility in West Vir
ginia, $10 million for a new Amtrak 
station in New York, $1 million for em
ployee-management at the Office of the 
Senate Legal Council-all of these 
questionable items were added to the 
California earthquake relief bill in the 
Senate. The Spratt substitute does not 
address the issue of extraneous i terns 
added to emergency bills in the other 
body at all. Since the only opportunity 
the House had to vote on these i terns 
was as part of a conference report, the 
provisions of the Spratt substitute 
would have had no effect on these and 
other extraneous spending items. 

There are some who argue that we 
should not be concerned about the ex
traneous items included in emergency 
appropriations bills because they have 
been offset by spending cuts. Some of 
us, however, would have preferred that 
the $14 billion in offsets that have been 
included in emergency appropriations 
bills since 1990 be used to offset the $30 
billion in emergency spending that we 
have added to the national debt over 
that period instead of being spent on 
extraneous items. In addition, the fact 
that these items are offset does not 
change the fundamental fact that we 
do not have the time to review the 

merits of unrelated items while emer
gency spending bills are rapidly mak
ing their way through Congress. 

Some of the opponents of this amend
ment have criticized us for preventing 
Congress from including emergency 
funding in regular appropriations bills, 
as we did when included emergency 
spending for Rwandan aid in the for
eign operations appropriation bill. Our 
amendment would not have prevented 
Congress from providing emergency as
sistance to Rwanda if that was the will 
of the majority. We simply would have 
required that the decision about 
whether or not Rwandan aid should 
have been declared emergency spending 
be subject to greater scrutiny by con
sidering it on its own merits instead of 
including it in a larger general appro
priations bills. In fact, that is what 
this amendment is about-providing 
greater scrutiny of emergency spend
ing. 

Madam Chairman, I urge Members to 
take another step in improving the 
image of Congress by voting for the 
real reforms of the emergency spending 
process in the Kasich-Penny-Stenholm 
substitute and voting against the 
Spratt substitute. 

D 1430 
Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
Madam Chairman, I would like to ask 

the sponsor of this amendment a ques
tion, if I could get the attention of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM]. 

I would simply like to ask this ques
tion: Since I have become chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, can 
you name one single extraneous item 
that has been added to an emergency 
bill? 

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, I 
think the answer to that is that most 
of the extraneous items that have been 
added were in the Senate. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, has any i tern been 
added by the Senate or House to an 
emergency bill since I have been chair
man? Any item that was not requested 
by the administration? 

Mr. KASICH. The answer is yes. 
Mr. OBEY. I suggest to the gen

tleman the answer is no. There is not a 
single amendment that was added to an 
emergency bill by either body that was 
not requested by the administration. 

I would ask a second question: Was 
any harm done to the--

Mr. KASICH. If the gentleman is ask
ing me a question, is the gentleman 
saying that because the President 
made a request and we added it in 
there, that somehow that does not 
count? 

Mr. OBEY. I am simply asking, be
cause the gentleman has focused his 
firepower on the past tendency of the 
other body to add items, what I am 
simply asking is can you name an i tern 
which was added as a matter of pork by 
a Senator rather than being an item 
which was requested by the adminis
tration, such as the flood relief for Ala
bama, the flood relief for Georgia, the 
flood relief for Florida? 

Mr. KASICH. Let me say to the gen
tleman, I do not remember exactly the 
date when the gentleman took over the 
chairmanship, but I am prepared to 
demonstrate a number of items added 
to the Los Angeles earthquake bill. 

Mr. OBEY. As the gentleman well 
knows, I was not chairman of the com
mittee when the Los Angeles earth
quake occurred. 

I will reclaim my time, because I am 
trying to get a straight answer, and I 
am not getting a hard front answer. So 
I will move on. 

Let me simply make two points: 
Since I have become chairman of this 
committee, to the best of my knowl
edge there has not been a single extra
neous item added by either the House 
or the Senate to an emergency vehicle 
that was not requested by the adminis
tration. 

I would make a second point. I would 
like to know what harm has been done · 
to the Republic because our committee 
chose to respond to the Rwandan emer
gency in the fastest possible way, by 
putting it into the regular foreign aid 
appropriation bill, rather than taking 
the time on going through the House 
and the Senate with a separate bill, to 
which I would point out any number of 
items could have been added by the 
Senate? 

I would ask what harm was done 
when in the middle of winter, when 
people were freezing, our committP.e 
decided last year to add the emergency 
appropriations for the low-income 
heating assistance program to the reg
ular Labor-HEW appropriations bill, 
rather than doing a separate appropria
tion? 

I would suggest none. 
I would also ask what harm was done 

to the Republic when we were told that 
SBA was running out of funds and so to 
try to avoid a shutdown of those pro
grams in States like California, Geor
gia, and Florida, we simply chose in 
the regular State-Justice appropria
tions bill to add that emergency item 
to the regular bill? 

Again, I would submit no harm what
soever. 

I would make this point: The gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] 
would like to see these baubles which 
are usually added to emergency bills 
eliminated. So would I. As chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, no 
one is more enraged and no one is more 
embarrassed when a Member of the 
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other body decides to try to use one of 
our vehicles to add a twinkie for his 
own district. I do not appreciate that, 
and I am going to do my darnedest to 
keep them off. 

But I would suggest that there is an 
added complication provided by this 
amendment which we ought not incur. 
I think it is perfectly legitimate for 
the sponsors of this amendment to say, 
"Look, if we are going to have an 
emergency, fine, let us deal with the 
emergency. Let us not use that as an 
excuse to add candy for somebody 
else." 

But I would suggest that there is 
nothing wrong with, if we have the op
portunity, having one of these emer
gency amendments attached to a regu
lar appropriation bill. 

The problem with this amendment is 
that in addition to going after the le
gitimate target, which these gen
tleman to after, they also preclude us 
from using the fastest possible route to 
meet an emergency when one arises by 
saying in effect that if we happen to 
add Rwandan aid to the foreign assist
ance bill, then every other item in that 
bill is subject to an independent action 
by the House. 

Now, I do not see any reason to re
quire that that be done. In that case, 
you would have the tail wagging the 
dog, and I do not think you would ac
complish the purpose that the gen
tleman talk about. 

So I would simply suggest if you 
want to keep extraneous items off, be 
my guest. I am happy to cooperate in 
devising such a procedure. I have only 
been chairman of this committee for a 
few months. 

But I would point out that to say 
that we cannot meet an immediate 
human disaster, such as we have in 
Rwanda, by moving along the fastest 
possible track, as we did by attaching 
it to the foreign assistan,pe bill, is I 
think a major mistake. 

To suggest that we should have had 
to run through a separate appropria
tion bill in order to deal with the fact 
that SBA was running out of money 
and we needed to keep them in business 
to deal with the pro bl ems in Georgia, 
in Florida, and in California, is I think 
ill-advised, and I would urge you not to 
do it. 

Mr. KASI CH. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Let me say, first of all, the emer
gencies that we are referring to are 
emergencies that occurred before the 
present chairman took over. But let me 
also say that I have no doubt in my 
mind of what will happen when we get 
emergencies. In fact, if we have an 
emergency for aid for Rwanda, or for 
people who are having difficulty, we 
can pass an emergency bill or some
thing like that in 24 hours. To argue 
that we do not have time to do that is 
false. 

When the LA earthquake relief bill 
came, it was introduced as an emer-
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gency bill to do four things: One was to 
provide $7.8 billion for LA earthquake 
relief; $1.2 billion for DOD, which many 
Members objected to in this House; $436 
million for Midwest flood relief, and 
$315 million for a 1989 earthquake. But 
the simple fact is these were the four 
emergency requests as introduced. 

I am about to show you the list of 
items, the nonemergency items that 
were added to this bill. 

All of these items right here were 
added to this bill. The $1.4 million to 
fight potato fungus; the $23 million for 
FDA pay raises; the $14.4 million for 
the National Park Service; the $12.4 
million for the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs; $550,000 for the U.S. Trade Rep 
Travel Office; $13.1 million to copy 
White House electronic messages; 
$300,000 for the Council on Environ
mental Quality personnel; $698 million 
for pension and disability benefits; $103 
million for readiness benefits; $56 mil
lion for NASA; $20 million for the fin
gerprint lab in West Virginia; $40 mil
lion for the space rehap module; $61 
million for job training; $10 million for 
a study measuring employment; $1 mil
lion for the office; and $10 million for 
an Amtrak station in New York. 

D 1440 
This was all added. Now, do I object 

to all of these items? The answer is no. 
I do not object to them. But they do 
not need to be put on the fast track in 
an emergency bill. 

What I am asking the House to do 
today is to approve these i terns in an 
emergency bill and leave all these off. 
These ought to be done in the normal 
course of doing things when it comes to 
appropriations. 

When we go home to our districts, 
our constituents say to us, "Why do 
they have to attach all of these riders 
to these bills?'' The simple fact of the 
matter is, we do not have to, and we 
can strike a very strong blow for say
ing if we have an emergency that af
fects people in this country, let us not 
hold that bill up by squabbling about 
the nonemergency items that have 
been added. 

Furthermore, if the i terns get added 
in the U.S. Senate, where a number of 
them were added, we get faced in the 
House with voting on a conference re
port. We have to reject the conference 
report to send money to people who are 
in trouble and be forced to accept all 
these items, many of which we may not 
agree with. That does not make sense. 

The simple fact of the matter is that 
these emergency bills should not be 
loaded up. If we have an emergency, we 
should work day and night until we 
produce the money to help fix the 
emergency. 

But to argue that we ought to add it 
up with all this, that is not what the 
people want. 

Our efforts here in the Congress now 
are designed, the efforts of the gen-

tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM] and I are designed to re
store a little credibility to the issue of 
spending in this House. And the first 
big blow that we can land to restore 
that credibility is to chop this list off 
and do it with a regular process, not 
having it carried by a vehicle that in
volves true difficulties and true prob
lems that affect people that need to be 
considered on a very aggressive time 
schedule. 

The bottom line is, if we do not want 
the riders, if we do not want the extra 
things considered, if we want it to be 
done in a thoughtful, normal route, we 
have got to vote for Penny-Kasich
Stenholm. 

Once Members do that, once they 
vote for Penny-Kasich-Stenholm, we 
will then have to come to the floor and 
defeat Spratt which essentially says 
that we can come to the floor and do 
what we currently do. 

The bottom line is, folks, come to the 
floor on a bipartisan basis, strike a 
blow for an elimination of riders to 
bill. Do what our constituents want. 
The bottom line is, keep it clean. Take 
care of people that have trouble and do 
not load up the bills with these kind of 
lists. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to simply 
make two points or to make one point 
and ask one question. 

As I indicated earlier, that chart re
fers to something that happened last 
year. I was not chairman last year. I 
want that clear. 

Second, I have no objection to the 
gentleman going after that list. I do 
not think that list ought to be on that 
chart. 

My question is this: Why in going 
after that list, why in going after the 
illegitimate add-ons that the gen
tleman sees in the process, why does he 
also insist in preventing us from meet
ing a lifesaving obligation, if we are 
faced with one, by adopting the fastest 
possible route and adding an amend
ment to the regular appropriation bill? 
What does adding a supplemental 
emergency to a regular appropriation 
bill have to do with that list? 

Why does the gentleman have to mix 
the two? I would be happy to join him 
if he did not do the latter. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 45 seconds. 

The answer to that is simple. If we 
have a crisis in Rwanda, I am the first 
person on the floor working with any
body on the other side of aisle to take 
care of that crisis. We do not need to 
take care of that crisis by sticking it 
in an appropriations bill. There are too 
many problems. That is how we get 
that big, long list. 

What I am saying is, let us hold ev
erything. If we have a crisis in Rwanda 
or if we have a crisis with anything in 
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this country, hold the horses, stop the 
House and pass the emergency bill. 
That is the quickest way to do it. Then 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY] and I have to come to the 
House floor and we are trying to take 
the extraneous items out and we get 
into debate. Are we trying to slow 
down earthquake aid? The simple fact 
of the matter is, we are not. 

The bottom line is, the chairman has 
not bought a bill yet but there is a bill 
coming that is going to of that at
tached to it. What I will say to the gen
tleman is in order to prevent it, if the 
gentleman agrees we should not have 
these extraneous items, then let us just 
consider emergencies clean. The mes
sage here is, keep it clean. Do not load 
it up with riders. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 30 seconds. 

We have had two emergency 
supplementals. We have had the SBA 
emergency supplemental last week. We 
had the Rwandan supplemental. The 
gentleman may think that dealing 
with Rwanda in an independent bill 
would have been faster. I would suggest 
to the gentleman the way the Senate 
operates, we could have been slowed 
down for weeks. There were lives at 
stake. We moved on the vehicle that we 
knew could get through here the fast
est. That happened to be the regular 
bill. That may not always be the case. 
But it certainly was in that instance. 

We did not have to take the time to 
go through eight committees to get ap
proval before the Members dealt with 
the problem. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished · gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, there are 
fundamental imperatives at stake on 
this issue today. Among them the need 
to be respectful of the people who pay 
the bills, the taxpayers. In this in
stance we are talking about borrowing 
money. 

Obviously, at some point this money 
has to be repaid. But in the meantime, 
if we are to ask American taxpayers to 
shoulder a debt -burden, to finance the 
very real needs of those faced with a 
natural disaster or some other emer
gency, we ought not disrespect the 
American taxpayers by then larding 
these bills up with unrelated items. 

The earthquake measure referred to 
earlier started out at about $8 billion. 
By the time we were done it was $11.2 
billion. We disrespect the American 
taxpayers by not restraining ourselves 
better in times of a real emergency. 

I have no quarrel with the current 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations. He has throughout his career 
objected to this kind of pork barrel 
spending. I trust that under his leader
ship we will not see this kind of activ
ity on emergency spending measures. 
But a decent chairman though he is, he 
will not be the chairman forever. And 

consequently, we need to talk about 
the underlying policy on these emer
gency spending measures. 

Furthermore, larding up these bills 
disrespects the majority of the mem
bership in this institution. Those hand
ful who serve on a conference commit
tee or serve on the powerful Committee 
on Appropriations are in an advan
tageous position because ·they are the 
ones that take the pork home. 

The list just recited by the gen
tleman from Ohio can be identified dis
trict by district and in most cases my 
colleagues will find it reflects projects 
that benefit Members who served on 
the conference committee. That behav
ior disrespects the entire membership 
here, by taking advantage of an emer
gency bill and our vote for that emer
gency situation in order to pork up the 
bill for their own home districts. It is 
not right. It is disrespectful. 

And finally, we disrespect the vic
tims of these natural disasters, because 
we demonstrate to them that even in 
the time of their greatest need.we can
not resist the temptation to lard up 
these bills with projects important to 
our home State that have nothing to 
do with the disaster and have nothing 
to do with an emergency situation. 

We need to convey to the American 
public a far more serious process here 
in Congress, if we want Americans to 
once again respect the U.S. Congress. 
One small step in that direction is to 
clean up the process by which we han
dle real emergencies. 

Let us keep it clean. Let us keep it 
simple. Let us do right by the member
ship. Let us do right by the taxpayers. 
Let us do right by those victims of 
these natural disasters. Vote for the 
Kasich-Penny-Stenholm substitute. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRA'IT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, could I 
engage the gentleman from Ohio in a 
colloquy. 

The list that the gentleman just dis
played there on his chart of non
emergency items. There is a statement 
in the gentleman's "Dear Colleague" 
from him and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] and the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] to 
the effect that this spending also is ex
empt from the discretionary spending 
caps imposed in 1990 as a key instru
ment of deficit reduction. This exemp
tion adds to the many temptations of 
these measures. 

D 1450 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, that 
statement was inaccurate. 

Mr. SPRATT. It is incorrect. I simply 
wanted it made clear that everything 
that was added has to come in under 

the 602 (a) and (b) allocated. It cannot 
come in as emergency spending and 
transmuted somehow. 

Mr. KASICH. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, that is correct. The 
point we would make, of course, is 
when we go to rescissions and expira
tions to try to pay for it, we question, 
as CBO did, whether the money is real
ly there to be saved in order to pay for 
these programs. We sent about a dozen 
"Dear Colleagues," and I have to tell 
the gentleman that one got out and it 
is not accurate. 

Mr. SPRATT. I appreciate the gentle
man's clarification. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. NUSSLE]. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
reiterate the message we are trying to 
convey today. That is to keep it clean. 

I would suggest to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations that in fact, under his watch, 
it may be true that we have not had an 
emergency spending bill that has been 
larded up with pork, but contrary to 
the historical trend in the House of 
Representatives, the distinguished 
chairman may not be chairman for life. 
We have to make sure that when we 
have the opportunity to clean up the 
process, we take that opportunity. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, I took the 
floor with many Members of flooded 
districts, and we suggested it was time 
to clean up the process then. We were 
told by many distinguished colleagues 
that now was not the time. This is last 
year. They said "Wait until next year. 
Wait until we are dry. Wait until we do 
not have a disaster. Then we can clean 
up the process.'' 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the 
Members today, what is wrong? Why 
can we not do it today? What are we 
worried about? We have eloquent, very 
credible statements here today that it 
will never happen again. Then what is 
wrong with putting proof into the 
rules, and to suggest to all of us that 
we should keep it clean, that we should 
not have all of these add-ons? 

Somebody described it to me once 
very simply. They said "You know 
what these emergency spending bills 
are like? It is like putting a Christmas 
tree in the rotunda of the Capitol and 
letting every Member of Congress run 
past and hang on their little special or
nament.'' 

Heaven forbid anyone would vote 
against Christmas. Heaven forbid any
one would stand up here and say that 
we cannot get spending and money to 
victims, but if you try and attack 
those amounts, if you try and attack 
those special projects, then you are 
beaten down. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the 
gentleman that it took a long time last 
year to get through flood relief. It took 
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a long time this year to get through 
earthquake relief. There is only one 
reason why it took that long time. 
There is only one reason, because we 
needed time in the conference commit
tee to add on all these special projects. 

It is time to keep it clean, and it is 
time to bring some honor back to the 
process of getting hard-earned tax dol
lars to the victims of this country. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I frankly was not 
planning on speaking on this amend
ment, but I hear some of this rhetoric 
that goes on and I think the rhetoric 
does a disservice to the Congress and to 
the elected Representatives. 

I think there are legitimate issues 
that are raised in the discussion on 
this amendment, on whether emer
gency appropriations should at times 
have nonemergency appropriations 
that are within the spending limits, or 
which are paid for by rescissions or, as 
the chairman of the Committee on Ap
propriations asked, whether we should 
be . able to add emergency appropria
tions to a normal, ongoing appropria
tion bill that is about to be passed. 
That is a legitimate debate. I happen 
to personally think that we make a 
mistake when we tie our hands in the 
legislative process, so that I will vote 
against the amendment, but that is not 
why I speak. 

Mr. Chairman, I hear speaker after 
speaker come up to this podium and 
talk about the Congress exercising any 
of its independent judgment as being 
larding and as pork. To me, that de
grades this institution. The gentleman 
is right, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] has not used those comments. 
His debate has been legitimate. 

VVe exercise judgment as the elected 
people representing our districts and 
the people of this country. There are 
times our judgment is different than 
the appointed people in an administra
tion. Sometimes they are right, some
times they are wrong. I would never 
claim that we are 100 percent right, but 
I have watched this body for over 16 
years, and when we make our independ
ent judgments, I think we are more 
often right than the administration is. 
· Somehow there is this theory that 
Members who serve here have no judg
ment, have no sense of public duty, but 
if you get appointed by the President, 
get confirmed by the Senate, become a 
Cabinet position, appoint other people 
to work under you, you have divine 
judgment. I have never observed that 
happening. 

Mr. Chairman, we make judgments 
and administrations make judgments. 
Neither is larding or pork. It may be 
the case occasionally, but that happens 

historically, I expect, more often out of 
the administration and by political ap
pointees and the executive than it does 
in Congress. 

Let me suggest also, Mr. Chairman, 
that maybe the things that skew what 
happens and where money flows in this 
country is more heavily dependent on 
distribution formulas written into big 
bills at times than specific actions of 
either this Congress or the executive. 

Mr. Chairman, I would plead with 
Members to not make their case with 
those inflammatory remarks, because 
they are not accurate. Mr. Chairman, I 
will oppose this amendment because I 
think it limits flexibility that is need
ed, but I rise to speak not because of 
that opposition, but because of rhetoric 
which I think degrades this elected in
stitution. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FAWELL]. 

Mr. FAVVELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Kasich-Penny-Stenholm amendment to 
H.R. 4906. As cochairman of the biparti
san Porkbusters Coalition, I have been 
a staunch opponent of extraneous 
spending provisions in emergency sup
plemental appropriations bills. In the 
past, some Members of Congress have 
consistently tucked unrelated non
emergency projects which would be un
able to receive funding through the 
regular budget process into emergency 
spending proposals. Opponents of these 
projects are then left with the Robson's 
choice, of voting against much needed 
aid to the victims of earthquakes, 
floods, or other natural disasters; or 
voting for adding the costs of non
emergency pork-barrel projects to the 
budget deficit. Not everyone will be 
able to handle the Senate. 

As mentioned, we last experienced 
this phenomenon, earlier this year, 
during House consideration of the 
emergency supplemental for earth
quake victims in Los Angeles, which 
was loaded with funding for unrelated 
projects far from the earthquake epi
center such as a new $10 million Am
trak station in New York, sugar cane 
mill projects in Hawaii, and a $20 mil
lion fingerprint lab in VVest Virginia. 
Nor are we repentant once it is done. 
Going after them is useless. I am the 
lead sponsor of legislation to rescind 
funding for just three: the most out
landish: the Amtrak station, sugar 
cane mills, and the fingerprint lab. 
However, despite the cosponsorship of 
65 Members of Congress and the rhetor
ical support of many others, this bill 
will likely never make it to the House 
floor due to the opposition of a few 
powerful Members. We need to pass the 
Stenholm-Penny-Kasich amendment to 
give Members the ability to simply 
strike these unrelated projects on a 
point of order, and ensure that all fu
ture emergency spending measures are 
pork-free. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all members to 
vote for the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich 
amendment, and against the Spratt 
proposal. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask how much time each side has re
maining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has 11/2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from VVis
consin [Mr. OBEY] has 3112 minutes re
maining. 

D 1500 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 

seconds to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so to acknowl
edge that I concur with his remarks 
that there has been no instance that I 
can recall since he has been chairman 
that this is a problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I have appreciated the 
fact that the gentleman and his state
ments have agreed with most of what 
our amendment is progressing to do 
today. 

The only point I would make and 
would hope it would influence those 
who might vote with us is that this 
takes away the temptation in con
ferences from the other body abso
lutely so that the integrity of this in
stitution will in fact be restored by 
supporting the Penny-Kasich-Stenholm 
amendment. It does not cast any dis
paragement whatsoever on the appro
priators in the House. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, a minute ago we re
ceived a lecture from a Member about 
the necessity to be respectful of the 
taxpayers. I take a back seat to no one 
and neither does my committee in our 
respect for taxpayers. That is why our 
committee recommended to this House 
395 spending cuts so far this year. That 
is why we eliminated 36 programs en
tirely. That is why we knocked out $26 
billion in outmoded spending to try to 
make room for higher priority spend
ing and use some of the rest of it for 
deficit reduction. It is because of our 
respect for the taxpayers and the bur
den they bear that we have seen the ap
propriated portion of the budget de
cline from the 1960's when it was 13 per
cent of our total national income to 7.7 
percent today and to 6.7 percent by the 
end of next year. 

Mr. Chairman, we have also been told 
that we could get emergency aid to 
people who need it by simply producing 
an emergency bill, that we could do 
that just as fast as the process which 
we sometimes use now. I want to point 
out that in the case of Rwandan aid, 
people were dying. Frankly, I did not 
give a damn about procedural niceties 
in the House at that time. I cared 
about getting help to people as fast as 
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possible so we could save lives and save 
lots of them. 

So the very night that the President 
asked us for emergency help, we gave it 
to him and we put it in the regular ap
propriation bill, the very night we were 
asked to do so. If we had tried to put in 
a special appropriation bill, we would 
have been hung up for a couple of 
weeks, and anybody who has an ounce 
of knowledge about what happens in 
the other body would understand that. 

When Hurricane Andrew was passed, 
when we provided emergency assist
ance for that, we provided it by attach
ing that amendment to a vehicle which 
had already been sent over to the Sen
ate. That came back to us in the fast
est possible manner. We could have 
begun the long drone of the usual con
gressional process, but we decided that 
the emergency situation dictated oth
erwise. We got that help to people im
mediately. I am sorry that offends the 
procedural sensibilities of some Mem
bers around here, but frankly I think 
results are a whole lot more important 
than your feelings. That is why I op
pose this amendment. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say first of all 
I am not sure whether we think the 
Senate is good or we think the Senate 
is bad. If we think the Senate is bad, 
which is what the indications are, then 
this is designed to prevent them from 
doing bad things. 

Secondly, there is nothing that pre
vents us from precipitously passing an 
emergency. The gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. PENNY], the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], and I will 
work day and night. Should we have a 
crisis when it comes to anything in
volving these United States or any
thing like this Congress and the Presi
dent believes is an emergency, we 
should stop all business and we should 
pass that emergency. We will work and 
we will do it. 

Mr. Chairman, what this bill does is 
it says to our constituents, we can go 
home this weekend and we can elimi
nate the riders. This is what our con
stituents are frustrated about. They 
are frustrated about this getting on the 
fast track and being tied in with an 
emergency and letting the emergency 
crisis be used as a vehicle to pass all of 
these items that have not undergone 
the normal process. People want the 
line item veto at home, and the reason 
they want the line item veto is they 
are sick and tired of the riders. The 
bottom line is we can take care of 
emergencies, we can take care of peo
ple's problems, and we can stop these 
bills from being added up. 

Come to the floor and vote for re
sponsible budgeting. Vote for Penny
Kasich-Stenholm. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Chairman, the Stenholm
Penny-Kasich amendment is our second-best 
choice today, in my judgment. If the problem 

is nonemergency items in emergency bills, at 
least that is the problem the amendment ad
dresses. 

It is one thing to create a point of order 
against consideration of emergency bills con
taining non-emergency items. At least that is 
an internal matter, and under the Constitution 
both Houses can waive or modify that rule in 
the ordinary course of business. 

But the amendment goes too far when it 
tries to prevent Congress from including non
emergency items in emergency bills by prohib
iting OMB from adjusting the caps if emer
gency bills include non-emergency items other 
than rescissions. I believe Congress should 
make the decision of how it should ·legislate, 
of what we include in our bills, and leave OMB 
and the executive branch out of it. 

Congress needs to be flexible. Why can't a 
majority of the Members of both Houses be 
trusted to decide, collectively, what provisions 
they want to put into emergency bills? Under 
the pending amendment, even if every Mem
ber of this Congress voted to enact a non
emergency provision on an emergency bill, 
even something innocuous like congratulating 
the distinguished minority leader on the occa
sion of his receipt of the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom, that inclusion would have con
sequences. OMB could not adjust the caps. 
Any resulting spending breach would lead to a 
sequester. What sense does that make? 

By contrast, the Spratt bill would simply 
write into the Budget Act a provision designed 
to guarantee Members an opportunity to offer 
amendments to strike out non-emergency pro
visions if they chose. A majority could get rid 
of the provisions. The Spratt bill would make 
it easier to get a recorded vote on the amend
ments. But it would not involve OMB in what 
is and ought to be a purely congressional pre
rogative. 

Nor is there anything wrong with including a 
single emergency in another bill, such as 
emergency aid for Rwandan refugees, in a 
regular appropriation bill. Yet the amendment 
would prevent OMB from adjusting the cap if 
we did it that way. I submit that makes little 
sense, at least not when compared to the 
Spratt alternative. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the committee to reject 
the amendment. It is the second-best alter
native before us, the best being the Spratt bill. 
We ought not settle for second best. 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Chairman, the Con
gress must reform procedures for enacting 
emergency spending legislation. When natural 
disasters strike, when Americans watch as 
their homes are engulfed by flames, or stand 
on their rooftops as flood waters continue to 
rise, the Federal Government must provide im
mediate assistance. Regrettably, too often 
emergency or supplemental appropriations 
bills have either added to the deficit or been 
laden with extraneous, nonemergency spend
ing. Though natural disasters by definition defy 
prediction, we can prepare for these emer
gencies and ensure that the only spending we 
approve goes to those in need. 

The Congress should, as part of its annual 
budget resolution, establish an emergency, or 
rainy day spending account within all applica
ble spending caps. Virtually ev·ery State has 
established such a fund and it's timE:l the Fed
eral Government follow suit. This account 

should be used to pay for any crisis des
ignated as an emergency by the President, in 
that fiscal year. Any remaining funds should 
be returned to the Treasury for deficit reduc
tion. This process will ensure that any emer
gency checks are not signed with red ink, add
ing to the Federal deficit. 

In addition, the Congress should enact leg
islation which prohibits the Office of Manage
ment and Budget [OMB], and the legislative 
branch from waiving any budget ceiling for 
emergency spending which contains non
emergency funding. When natural disasters 
are of such a magnitude as to exceed the 
funding in the reserve account, budgetary re
strictions should not stand in the way of help
ing fellow Americans in need. This should not 
be an opportunity, however, for other extra
neous riders to be attached, which have noth
ing whatsoever to do with the emergency at 
hand. As such, an automatic point of order 
should be upheld. 

For far too long some have used the com
mon good to hide blatant self interest and the 
legitimate to conceal the questionable. That 
practice must end. The American people de
serve no less. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RAHALL). The question is on the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 322, noes 99, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 402) 

AYES---322 
Ackerman Buyer Dooley 
Allard Byrne Doolittle 
Andrews (ME) Callahan Dornan 
Andrews (NJ) Calvert Dreier 
Andrews (TX) Camp Duncan 
Archer Canady Dunn 
Armey Cantwell Edwards (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) Cardin Ehlers 
Bachus (AL) Carr Emerson 
Baesler Castle English 
Baker (CA) Chapman Eshoo 
Baker (LA) Clayton Everett 
Ballenger Clement Ewing 
Barca Clinger Farr 
Barcia Clyburn Fawell 
Barrett <NE) Coble Fields (TX) 
Barrett (WI} Coleman Filner 
Bartlett Col11ns (GA) Fingerhut 
Barton Combest Fish 
Bateman Condit Ford (TN) 
Beilenson Cooper Fowler 
Bentley Coppersmith Franks (CT) 
Bereuter Costello Franks (NJ) 
Bil bray Cox Frost 
B111rakis Cramer Furse 
Bishop Crane Gallegly 
B11ley Crapo Gekas 
Blute Cunningham Geren 
Boehlert Danner Gilchrest 
Boehner Darden Gillmor 
Bon1lla de la Garza Gilman 
Brewster Deal Gingrich 
Brooks De Fazio Glickman 
Browder De Lay Goodlatte 
Brown <OH> Deutsch Goodling 
Bryant Diaz-Balart Gordon 
Bunning Dickey Goss 
Burton Dicks Grandy 
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Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutterrez 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufftngton 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
KanJorskl 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 

Abercrombie 
Applegate 
Barlow 
Berman 
Bevill 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Clay 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 

Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvtnsky 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnls 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 

NOES-99 

Engel 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

<AS) 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Foglletta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Gallo 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Hall(OH) 
Hastings 
Hilliard 
Hoyer 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kopetskt 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 

Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sanders 
Sangmetster 
Santorum 
Sarpaltus 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Ststsky 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith <OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traflcant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
Meek 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Pickle 
Rahall 
Rangel 
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Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rostenkowskl 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 

Becerra 
Derrick 
Flake 
Grams 
Hunter 
Lantos 

Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Towns 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 

Vtsclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-18 
Mc Curdy 
Mc Dade 
McMillan 
Michel 
Moran 
Quinn 

0 1524 

Reynolds 
Sharp 
Slattery 
Spence 
Sundquist 
Washington 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Grams for, with Mr. Becerra against. 
Mr. Quinn for, with Mr. Derrick against. 
Messrs. BEILENSON. NEAL of Mas-

sachusetts, CARR of Michigan, PE
TERSON of Florida, HEFNER, and 
ORTIZ, and Mrs. LLOYD changed their 
vote from "no" to "aye." · 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
RAHALL). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 4 printed in House Re
port No. 103-690. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, in light 
of the substantial vote in favor of Sten
holm-Penny-Kasich, the last vote, I de
cline· the right afforded me under the 
rule to call up the base bill as the final 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. RAHALL, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con
sideration the bill, (H.R. 4906) to amend 
the Congressional Budget and Im
poundment Control Act of 1974 to limit 
consideration of nonemergency mat
ters in emergency legislation, pursuant 
to House Resolution 513, he reported 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 406, noes 6, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett <NE> 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bellenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B1llrakls 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 

[Roll No. 403) 

AYES-406 

de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglletta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
GeJdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gtlchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodltng 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutterrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Ham11ton 
Hancock 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
H1lllard 
Hinchey 
Hoa.gland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 

Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hufftngton 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Inglts 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson. E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kast ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvlnsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnls 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
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Meehan Reed Stokes 
Meek Regula Strickland 
Menendez Richardson Studds 
Meyers Ridge Stump 
Mfume Roberts Stupak 
Mica Roemer Swett 
Mlller <CA) Rogers Swift 
Mlller (FL) Rohrabacher Synar 
Mlneta Ros-Lehtinen Talent 
Minge Rose Tanner 
Mink Rostenkowskl Tauzin 
Moakley Roth Taylor <MS> 
Molinari Roukema Taylor (NC) 
Mollohan Rowland Tejeda 
Montgomery Roybal-Allard Thomas (CA) 
Moorhead Royce Thomas(WY) 
Morella Rush Thompson 
Murphy Sabo Thornton 
Murtha Sanders Thurman 
Myers Sangmeister Torkildsen 
Neal (MA) Santorum Torres 
Neal (NC) Sarpallus Torrlcelll 
Nussle Sawyer Towns 
Oberstar Saxton Traflcant 
Olver Schaefer Tucker 
Ortiz Schenk Unsoeld 
Orton Schiff Upton 
Owens Schroeder Valentine 
Oxley Schumer Velazquez 
Packard Scott Vento 
Pallone Sensenbrenner Vlsclosky 
Parker Serrano Volkmer 
Pastor Sharp Vucanovlch 
Paxon Shaw Walker 
Payne <NJ) Shays Walsh 
Payne (VA) Shepherd Waters 
Pelosi Shuster Watt 
Penny Sisisky Waxman 
Peterson (FL) Skaggs Weldon 
Peterson (MN) Skeen Wheat 
Petri Skelton Whitten 
Pickett Slaughter Williams 
Pickle Smith CIA) Wilson 
Pomeroy Smith (Ml) Wise 
Porter Smith (NJ) Wolf 
Portman Smith (OR) Woolsey 
Po shard Smith (TX) Wyden 
Price (NC) Snowe Wynn 
Pryce (OH) Solomon Young (AK) 
Quillen Spratt Young (FL) 
Ramstad Stark Zeliff 
Rangel Stearns Zlmmer 
Ravenel Stenholm 

NOES-6 
Boni or Nadler Rahall 
Gonzalez Obey Yates 

NOT VOTING-22 
Becerra Hyde Quinn 
Derrick Lantos Reynolds 
Fields (LA) Mccurdy Slattery 
Flake McDade Spence 
Glickman McMtllan Sundquist 
Grams Michel Washington 
Hansen Moran 
Hunter Pombo 

D 1946 
The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Spence for, with Mr. Derrick against. 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous material, on House 
Resolution 513 and H.R. 4906, the meas
ures just considered and adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

CONTINUATION OF EMERGENCY 
WITH RESPECT TO UNITA-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 103-292) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Section 202(d) of the National Emer

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver
sary date. In accordance with this pro
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice, 
stating that the emergency declared 
with respect to the National Union for 
the Total Independence of Angola 
("UNITA") is to continue in effect be
yond September 26, 1994, to the Federal 
Register for publication. 

The circumstances that led to the 
declaration on September 26, 1993, of a 
national emergency have not been re
solved. The actions and policies of 
UNITA pose a continuing unusual and 
extraordinary threat to the foreign pol
icy of the United States. United Na
tions Security Council Resolution 864 
(1993) continues to oblige all Member 
States to maintain sanctions. Dis
continuation of the sanctions would 
have a prejudicial effect on the Ango
lan peace process. For these reasons, I 
have determined that it is necessary to 
maintain in force the broad authorities 
necessary to apply economic pressure 
to UNITA to reduce its ability to pur
sue its aggressive policies of territorial 
acquisition. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 17, 1994. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON S. 2182, NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 521 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 521 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill (S. 

2182) to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1995 for military activities of the De
partment of Defense, for military construc
tion, and for defense programs of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes. All points of 
order against the conference report and 
against its consideration are waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] is rec
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

During consideration of this resolu
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

D 1550 
Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 521 

provides for the consideration of S. 
2182, the conference report to accom
pany the Department of Defense au
thorization for fiscal year 1995, by 
waiving all points of order against the 
conference report and against its con
sideration. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference agree
ment is one that all Members of the 
House should support: it provides $263.8 
billion for defense programs in fiscal 
year 1995 which is $2.9 billion more 
than current appropriations levels and 
which provides funding levels for major 
weapons systems, operations and main
tenance, and personnel costs which will 
allow our Armed Forces to fulfill their 
mission today and in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
includes $2.4 billion for the procure
ment of six C-17's and advance funding 
for eight additional aircraft in future 
years. The agreement also provides 
funding for overall C-17 research and 
development as well as funding for non
developmental alternative aircraft. 
The House, in its version of the fiscal 
year 1995 DOD authorization, supported 
the continued production of this impor
tant component of our overall military 
readiness, and the conferees are to be 
commended for including the procure
ment and long-lead funds for the C-17 
in the conference agreement. 

The conference report also retains 
the House and Senate language provid
ing $497 million in research and devel
opment funds for the V-22 Osprey tilt
rotor aircraft, which will serve as a 
complement to the heavy airlift capa
bility of the C-17 by providing medium 
lift capability for the Marine Corps and 
special operations forces. The con
ference agreement also provides $2.9 
billion in funding for ballistic missile 
defense and included in this amount is 
$284 million for the extended range in
terceptor missile [ERINT] which will 
provide advanced hit-to-kill warhead 
capability for the PAC-3 system. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference agree
ment also contains provisions relating 
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to the lifting of the arms embargo 
against Bosnia as well as language re
quiring the Department of Defense to 
submit to Congress one report listing 
proposals for the United Nations to im
prove its management of peacekeeping 
operations as well as a second report 
on the status of those recommenda
tions. The agreement also includes lan
guage that requires the Defense De
partment to report to Congress on the 
readiness of United States forces due to 
peackeeping operations in Bosnia as 
well as the readiness of South Korean 
forces in the event of an attack by 
North Korean forces. 

Mr. Speaker, while the cold war may 
be over, the need for a strong, capable, 
and ready military is not. This con
ference agreement provides our Armed 
Forces with the funding necessary to 
meet its needs for the coming year. 
This agreement is vital to our national 
defense and our national well-being and 
I urge adoption of this rule so that the 
House may consider the conference 
agreement. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Texas has provided Members with a 
good explanation of this rule, which 
waives all points of order against the 
conference report and against its con
sideration. 

I hope that Members will not oppose 
this rule, so that the House may then 
proceed expeditiously to consider the 
conference report on the national de
fense authorization. 

Mr. Speaker, a word needs to be said 
about waivers. 

Unlike the Democrat managers of the 
conference report for the crime bill, for 
example, chairman DELLUMS and the 
managers of this defense bill were 
forthcoming with the Rules Committee 
in advising us on where points of order 
would lie. 

Moreover, the full contents of this 
conference report were made public 
last week and printed in the RECORD. 
That is practically unprecedented com
pared to how things have been around 
here lately. And it means, of course, 
that the 3-day layover has been ob
served. 

The contrast between the way this 
conference report was handled and the 
cloak of secrecy and chicanery that 
surround the crime bill c.ould hardly be 
more striking. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would note 
that Republicans were consulted about 
this rule and agreed that this approach 
is best in order to bring this important 
conference report to the floor. 

So for these reasons, I am willing to 
forego my usual opposition to waiving 
points of order, and I ask Members not 
to oppose this rule. Turning now to the 
substance of this conference report, I 
would like to make a number of obser
vations. 

Certainly, any Member can go 
through this 861-page conference report 

and find many things that have a great 
deal of merit and which should be sup
ported. 

Certainly, any Member should be 
able to find many things that he or she 
does not support. A bill of this size and 
complexity is not going to leave any 
Member entirely satisfied, but neither 
should it leave any Member entirely 
opposed. And all Members should be ap
preciative of the tremendous effort 
that the Members of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, and especially its 
chairman and the ranking Republican, 
have put into this conference report. 

They do not have an easy task, but 
they perform it well. My chief concern, 
however, is with the larger context in 
which this legislation is presented. Our 
colleagues on the Armed services Com
mittee have done the best they could 
with what they have to work with, but 
that is the problem: They have not 
been given enough to work with. 

The Clinton administration has out
lined a 6-year phased reduction in the 
defense budget that will cut $156 billion 
through fiscal year 1999. That is a 35-
percent cut in defense spending, on top 
of the 35-percent cut, in real terms ad
justed for inflation, that has already 
been made since 1985. 

So far, in the first 2 years of the Clin
ton 6-year plan, Congress has enacted 
only one-tenth of the cuts that are 
called for. 

When you consider the accelerated 
pace at which defense cuts will have to 
be made over the next several years in 
order to meet the demands of this plan, 
it becomes clear that we are headed in 
the direction of nothing less than uni
lateral disarmament. 

I used that term at the Rules Com
mittee yesterday, and I will use it 
again here today-unilateral disar
mament. 

And lest anyone think that is too 
harsh a term to use, I would simply ask 
when any Member has ever heard a 
member of the administration claim 
that this plan meets the minimum re
quirements necessary to protect these
curity of the country as defined by the 
administration's own bottom-up re
view. 

The fact is that such a claim has 
never been made. Indeed, the estimates 
of how far short this plan falls, run 
anywhere from $20 to $100 billion. 

Then there is the very real possibil
ity that the bottom-up review itself 
may be flawed-having overstated the 
savings to be realized by personnel cuts 
and modernization, while having un
derstated the costs of peacekeeping 
missions and adequate compensation 
for an All-Volunteer Force. Nobody be
lieves more than I do that an all-volun
teer military is the best option for a 
free society. 

But our service men and women must 
be compensated at a level that honors 
their commitment to the country and 
the all-important role they play in pro-

viding for the common defense. Every 
Member's stomach should turn when 
we hear reports of service personnel 
having to supplement their income 
with welfare and food stamps, and 
every Member really ought to question 
the larger issue of where the defense 
budget is headed. 

Before concluding, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the conferees for 
including two of my amendments in 
this conference report. One amendment 
would prohibit Defense Department re
search grants from going to univer
sities that deny access to their cam
puses by military recruiters. 

I believe the logic behind such a pro
hibition is self-evident. 

The other amendment expresses the 
sense of Congress about the North Ko
rean Nuclear Program, and it rep
resents the only concrete statement 
Congress has thus far made, concerning 
this controversy. And, believe me, that 
situation is a long way from being re
solved, so we will really have to stay 
on top of that in the months ahead. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
support for the rule so that this debate 
on this important conference report 
can proceed. And as Members consider 
this legislation, I would ask that they 
keep in mind General Norman 
Schwarzkopf's observation that it is 
far better to sweat in peace than to 
bleed in war. 

D 1600 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 

distinguished gentleman from Phila
delphia, PA [Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all let me say that I rise in support of 
the rule and I will be voting for the 
bill. 

Let me start out by saying as a mem
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices for 8 years and as a conferee in 
this process that the reason I support 
both the rule and the bill is because 
the process has been totally fair. 

That is due in no small measure to 
the leadership our of our chairman, 
who I have the highest respect for. We 
may disagree ideologically from time 
to time and philosophically. But no one 
on the committee can stand up and say 
that he has not been fair and the proc
ess has worked the way it is supposed 
to work. 

I applaud our distinguished col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS], for that. Let me also 
applaud our ranking member, the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE], who is not here today because 
of a tornado in his district. We all un
derstand that. He has worked tirelessly 
to bring this bill to the floor, and he 
has also helped in this cooperative 
mode. The staff also on the committee 
has been extremely cooperative, and we 
appreciate the assistance of both sides 
on the staff support that has been nec
essary for this. 
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Let me say, Mr. Speaker, I rise now 

and I will rise again on the bill to basi
cally call to the attention of our col
leagues in the House the fact that we 
are in for severe problems with the na
tional security of this country. We 
have made the best of an impossible 
situation in terms of the budget num
bers that we were given this year. The 
process was fair. We all had a chance to 
have input. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I can tell Members, 
many of us , the Committee on Armed 
Services, are very frustrated and very 
fearful of what is going to happen next 
year and the year after because · of the 
numbers that we have been given. 

Unfortunately, across America the 
perception is that we are spending 
more and more on our military, when 
one only has to compare the two major 
ways that industrialized nations com
pare their military spending, compare 
our defense spending in the 1960's dur
ing John Kennedy's era before the 
Vietnam war, when we were spending 9 
percent of our GNP on the military and 
55 cents of every Federal dollar on the 
military. In this year's budget, we will 
spend about 3.5 percent of the GNP on 
the military and somewhere around 17 
cents of every Federal dollar. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not one who 
thinks we should pull numbers out of 
the air as we were given this year. I 
think we should base our military 
spending on the threat. 

The problem is that is not happening. 
And even the President's own Bottom
Up Review is now showing the tremen
dous weaknesses that we have in the 
out years in meeting the $128 billion of 
defense cuts that are called for in 
President Clinton's 5-year budget 
agreement. 

Many of us in this Congress on both 
sides of the aisle said that would be the 
case. We said we could not cut defense 
by $128 billion and still have the readi
ness and the capability to meet the de
mands that are placed on our military. 
We are now living with that. 

And guess what, Mr. Speaker? Many 
of our colleagues in both this body and 
the other body are saying that we are 
at a critical point in time in terms of 
our defense. 

Listen to what Senator DANIEL 
INOUYE said, from the chairman of Sen
ate Appropriations. He said: 

This bill will only buy 17 combat aircraft. 
The Army will buy no tanks. The Navy will 
buy four ships. We are staving off the col
lapse of the defense industrial base. 

He also mentioned the special task 
force on readiness that was convened 
by the administration to report to Sec
retary of Defense Perry. That report 
already writes of pockets of unreadi
ness erupting in the Air Force, the 
Army, the Marine Corp, and the Navy. 

We all know the General Accounting 
Office has come out with a study that 
has said that the Pentagon is $150 bil
lion short of paying for the troops and 

weapons that the Bottom-Up Review 
called for. 

We are now hearing people in the 
Pentagon talk of the possibility of a 
hollow force as we heard during the 
1970's. And now we see Secretary Bill 
Perry, as he testified before the Com
mittee on Appropriations in the House 
just this year on the issue of additional 

· money for Rwanda relief efforts, he 
said; 

We are an army, not a salvation army. We 
need to have additional dollars to support 
the missions that you are placing on us. 

So now we have key leaders from 
both parties, including the Secretary of 
Defense, coming up and saying publicly 
that we are in deep trouble. 

All of our colleagues who are in
volved with defense know that next 
year is going to be an impossible year. 
There are many on the appropriations 
side who are saying we are already $8 
billion short without any contin
gencies, without paying for Haiti, So
malia, Rwanda, and any other place 
that we are going to commit our 
troops. 

Mr. Speaker, this kind of budget can
not continue. We have to have a sus
tainable level of Federal funding for 
defense that allows us to meet the 
commitments that this President 
makes, and that is now happening. 

During debate on the full bill, I will 
talk about the real peace dividend and 
what it is doing to the American people 
and workers. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. HEFLEY], another distin
guished member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
opposed to this rule. 

I do want to commend the chairman 
and the ranking member. This is a 
committee with great philosophical 
differences among its members, and 
yet I do not think any member of this 
committee can say this is a committee 
that is not handled in a fair and even
handed way or a committee where ev
eryone does not have say. We go in and 
we thrash it out, we do it in an open 
manner, and decisions are made. We 
march forward with that. 

I have seen the chairman of this com
mittee march forward with decisions 
that he did not agree with personally, 
but it was a committee decision. I com
mend the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS] for his forthrightness 
where this is concerned. 

I guess what I am opposed to is the 
philosophical base that we are building 
a defense budget on. There are some 
good things in the bill. 

The conference report adequately 
provides for several important areas: 

a. COLA equity-the bill provides for 
COLA equity with regard to military retir
ees. At least for this year, military retirees 
will not be singled out. 

b. Active duty pay raise-the bill provides 
for a 2.6-percent pay increase for our active 
duty soldiers. 

c. Language asking DOD to take another 
look at the bottom-up review-Language 
similar to language I offered in committee is 
in the conference report. This language 
points out some of the shortcomings of the 
bottom-up review, and asks the Secretary of 
Defense and the President to take another 
look at future years defense spending. 

Unfortunately, this bill is the second 
step of a five step plan to dismantle 
our military. 

a. Our military is on the edge of read
iness. Some might think we have even 
fallen off that edge. 

b. Last month, Americans heard on 
the nightly news about President Clin
ton ordering 2,000 marines to sail off 
the coast of Haiti in the event of an in
vasion-an ill-conceived invasion, I 
might add. 

c. But what Americans did not hear 
about on the nightly news was the 
story of those 2,000 marines. 

d. Normally, troops returning from 6-
month deployments receive 30 - days 
leave and remain at their home port 
for up to 9 months before being sent 
out again. 

e. However, those same young men 
and women who Bill Clinton ordered to 
Haiti had just come home from a 6-
month deployment 10 days before they 
were ordered to go to Hai ti. 

f. Mr. Speaker, these are soldiers who 
have families. They had been gone for 6 
months, were home 10 days, and now 
will be gone for who knows how long. 

g. These 2,000 marines were re-de
ployed so quickly becaus~ they had the 
highest state of readiness. 

We have gone from a 600-ship navy in 
the 1980's to a 400-ship navy today. 

a. Former Secretary of the Navy 
John J.;ehman said: 

Basically, you have almost 200 fewer ships 
to send around to these crises now. You have 
fewer ships and men, they have to stay out 
longer. It's simple arithmetic. 

b. Mr. Speaker, what effect does this 
drawdown have on our soldiers? 

c. Just listen to the soldiers them
selves. One of those 2,000 deployed ma
rines said: 

I'm going back to that darn ship, I guess 
that's the only home I've got. 

Another one of the deployed marines 
said: 

My wife is upset. I'm supposed to be home 
nine months. I haven't seen my daughter 
yet. She's visiting in-laws. She will be over 
one year old before I even meet her. 

Mr. Speaker, the President and Con
gress are going to have to make some 
tough choices in the coming years. 

We are extremely close to having a 
hollow military. If we do not increase 
defense spending, the next deployment 
these marines make may be a family 
vacation after they get out of the mili
tary. 

We are losing our readiness and many 
good soldiers. 

When we lose those two things, our 
ability to fight and win wars will also 
be gone. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], another distin
guished member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
am going to support this rule, and I 
think it has, like a lot of bills, a lot of 
good things in it. However, let me talk 
about some of the things that scare 
this Member in the future. 

The bottom-up review, which was a 
review in which our military could 
fight two consecutive conflicts, in tes
timony before the House Dr. Newman 
even said then that we were short from 
the bottom-up review, and we could not 
get there. That was estimated between 
$40 and $50 billion. 

Now the GAO has come out and said 
we are $150 billion, not million but bil
lion, billion dollars short. What does 
that mean? What does that mean to 
your sons and daughters, because many 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle, and Republicans also, have 
sons and daughters in the military. 

The famed movie, "Top Gun," right 
now, this weekend, Top Gun is not fly
ing in an air show at NAS Miramar, 
where it is stationed, because it does 
not have any fuel. The Navy Fighter 
Weapons School at Miramar is stand
ing down the entire month of August, 
saving what little fuel it has, so they 
can fly against their class. That class 
goes out to the squadron members that 
have not had the opportunity to go to 
Top Gun and trains them in a doctoral 
level course. They do not have the 
money to do that. 

I know the Members probably 
cheered when they saw the movie, 
cheered at what they do, but right now, 
we cannot even fund those. Large per
centages of F~14's, F-15's, F-16's, F-18's 
are grounded because they do not have 
the fuel and the parts. 

The President said he wants a well
trained force. Let me tell the Members, 
if you cannot train in the machine, you 
need a minimum of 20 to 40 hours fly
ing those machines to be competent. 
Some of those squadrons are getting 
less than 5 hours a month. When we see 
that happen, what does that mean? It 
means people die, accidents happen, 
machines are not exercised, the equip
ment is improper. It means the lives 
and deaths of our men and women. 

Mr. Speaker, we asked some other 
ways to cut defense in what is happen
ing in this country. We are ordering 
the demise and not funding the up
grades for F-14's, F-15's, F-16's, F-18 's. 
We are doing away with A-O's. Yet, we 
push beyond the year 2000 the joint air
plane for all the services to use. 

What does that mean? I do not care 
who is President in 1996, there is no 
way to make up that inventory for that 
shortfall in defense of our fighters in 
any service. That is a crime, Mr. 
Speaker. 

BRAC, all of us were part of BRAC 
1993. In many of our districts, bases 
were closed and realigned. Guess what, 
1994 it was funded minimally; 1995 and 
out depends a lot on the closing of 
those bases, but this House is not fully 
funding BRAC, so they are having to 
take it out. We give them money for 
defense and training and they are hav
ing to take that training money and 
use that to close down the unfunded 
mandate we have given to the military. 

A classic example, a captain at NTC 
in San Diego, is called "Fingers". Why? 
Because the North Vietnamese cut off 
his thumb as a prisoner of war. He is 
called "Fingers." "Fingers" had to 
take $30,000 out of his training money 
and use it for plywood to board NTC up 
because it was ordered closed, because 
we will not fully fund BRAC to close it, 
and we are cutting out of there as well. 

I have personally flown the F-14, F-
15, F-16, and F-18 and I would not be 
afraid to fly those against any fighter 
in the world. We have got a techno
logical edge over any other country, 
but we have done that through our de
fense base. 

Just like in the health care bill, if we 
cut back the R&D, the incentive to 
produce medicines, the same thing in 
defense. If we cut back that R&D, we 
are going to lose that technological 
edge. It is going to mean, again, life 
and death. We are not competing for 
six gold medals, like on many other 
committees here; we are talking about 
life and death in combat situations. 

Mr. Speaker, we need certain things 
to keep our military in. We do not, in 
a budget bill, cut their COLA. These 
are the same people you ask to deploy 
6 months, come back for 10 days, and 
then go overseas for another one, and 
then say "By the way, we are going to 
·cut your COLA. We are going to give it 
to other people, but for the military, 
I'm sorry." 

You do not deny armor when they 
need it in combat and cost the lives of 
22 Rangers. You do not have our mili
tary under the control of United Na
tions forces. 

In Desert Storm we used a multitude 
of other countries to help us, but our 
forces were under Dick Cheney and 
Colin Powell and the Generals that led. 
We did not lose many people. However, 
when we commit aircraft, and the last 
people to know about it are the Presi
dent and the Secretary of Defense, 
when we go to war in Bosnia, which 
just recently happened, we cannot keep 
our military strong and trained doing 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, the thing that frosts me 
the most, the committee chairman and 
every member on that committee has 
been fair and open in debate, but the 
thing that gets to my heart the most, 
there are people on that committee, on 
the Committee on Armed Services, 
that are there for the sole purpose of 
dismantling the defense forces. That is 
the worst crime of all. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of our time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
previous speaker, as well as the others 
who have spoken before him, in calling 
attention to the inadequacy of the 
funding for the national defense of this 
country. If we read the preamble of our 
Constitution, we find that this Repub
lic of States was formed for the specific 
purpose of providing a common defense 
for our people. We, I am afraid, are not 
doing that. 

Mr. Speak er, I ask to include in the 
RECORD this article from the New York 
Times which appeared back on June 12. 
The headline of the article reads ''As 
Military Pay Slips Behind, Poverty In
vades the Ranks.'' 

Mr. Speaker, this is all so reminis
cent of what happened back in the late 
1970's, in 1977, 1978, and 1979, when 
members of our military were on food 
stamps. If they were serving in Ger
many under NATO, or in South Korea, 
wherever they might have been, it was 
a pathetic situation. We were losing all 
of our highly skilled commissioned and 
noncommissioned officers back to the 
private sector, because they could not 
afford to stay in the military. The sal
ary and benefits were so low. 

That was also the time when we tried 
to rescue the hostages that were being 
held in Iran, and we had to actually 
cannibalize about 14 helicopter 
gunships so then we could come up 
with 5 that would work. Three of those 
failed, and so did the rescue mission. 
We cannot afford to go back to those 
times, to that period of having a hol
low military. 

Mr. Speaker, in the 1980's we rebuilt 
our military through a philosophy 
called peace through strength. In doing 
so, we attracted the most highly 
skilled, most highly motivated, best 
trained young men and women from a 
cross-section of America who have ever 
served. We had an all-volunteer mili
tary that we were proud of, right up 
through the Desert Storm operation. 
They also had the best equipment. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a strong mili
tary. We need to have benefits that are 
high enough so that we can attract 
these good kind of young people again 
and keep them in our military, so that 
it will be an honorable, well paying ca
reer that will compete with the private 
sector. I just hope that we can do that 
in future years. 

As far as this particular rule is con
cerned, Mr. Speaker, I urge support of 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the New York Times article: 

[From the New York Times, June 12, 1994) 
AS MILITARY PAY SLIPS BEHIND, POVERTY 

INV ADES THE RANKS 
(By Eric Schmitt) 

WASHINGTON.-Like other airmen at 
Hickam Air Force Base in Honolulu, 21-year
old Jason Edwards worries about tensions far 
away in North Korea that could erupt into 
fighting and involve his base. 
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But Airman Edwards has more immediate 

concerns as well. He is worried about how to 
feed his 22-year-old wife, Beth, and their two 
small children on his total pay and allow
ances of Sl,330-a-month. In desperation, the 
Edwardses last month began drawing $228 a 
month in food stamps to get by. 

"It's a very tight squeeze for us," Mrs. Ed
wards said. "We haven't bought any steaks 
since we've been here, and whenever I want 
to cook something with ham, I substitute 
Spam for it." 

In a trend that has senior Pentagon offi
cials deeply troubled, an increasing number 
of m111tary families are turning to food 
stamps to make ends meet. Three-quarters of 
America's enlisted forces earn less than 
$30,000 a year, and the gap between civ111an 
and m111tary wages is growing. 

To be sure, no one ever joined the military 
to get rich. But neither did they expect to 
have to go on welfare. Military officials 
worry that a growing demand for food 
stamps and other Government assistance 
may signal larger personnel problems in a 
culture that preaches self-reliance and self
discipline. 

The overall number of troops on food 
stamps is very small and difficult to measure 
because the Government does not track mili
tary recipients. 

About 3 percent of the 1.7 million service 
members qualify for food stamps and 1 per
cent, or about 17,000 personnel, receive them 
monthly, according to a 1992 study by the 
Defense and Agriculture Departments. The 
Agriculture Department manages the food 
stamp program. 

Nonetheless, the Defense Department said 
the total value of food stamps redeemed at 
military commissaries increased to $27.4 mil
lion last year from $24.5 million in 1992, in
cluding retired military recipients. Food do
nation centers are bustling at bases from Ha
wail to Florida. And in Georgia's Liberty 
County, which serves Fort Stewart, 30 per
cent of the 2,400 households receiving food 
stamps each month are military families. 

Top m111tary officials voice concern that 
Pentagon budget cuts to quality-of-life is
sues like pay could impair both morale and 
retention of service personnel. The Clinton 
Administration tried to freeze m111tary sala
ries this year and increase them only by 1.6 
percent for next year. Congress instead ap
proved a 2.2 percent increase for this year 
and will probably approve a 2.6 percent raise 
for next year, but neither will keep pace 
with inflation, which ls about 3 percent. "We 
cannot expect service members to lay their 
lives on the line when back home their fami
lies have to rely on food stamps to make 
ends meet," said Adm. William A. Owens, the 
vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The vast majority of service members on 
food stamps are sergeants or below in the 
Army, Marine Corps and Air Force and petty 
officers or below in the Navy. The fam111es 
usually have more than two children, and 
the spouse does not work. Very few officers 
qualify for food stamps. 

In a culture that promotes a fierce ethic of 
taking care of one's own, soldiers' reluctant 
embrace of food stamps and other financial 
assistance has wounded m111tary leaders, 

"We've always told our soldiers that we'll 
provide for them a quality of life that's at 
least equal to the civ111ans for whom they 
serve," Richard A. Kidd, the Sergeant Major 
of the Army, the senior enlisted soldier, said 
in an interview. "It's getting tough to do 
that now." 

For most people who join the armed forces, 
the lure ls not money but adventure, edu-

cation and patriotism. The m111tary also of
fers good medical and commissary benefits. 

But since 1982, the gap between civ111an 
and m111tary wages has widened to 13 per
cent, and is projected to be near 20 percent 
by the end of the decade. The m111tary wages 
include housing and other allowances. 

Meantime, the rising pace of deployments 
abroad is placing greater strains on the 
shrinking number of service members and 
their fam111es. "There's only so long you can 
ask them to do more without recognizing it 
before people just start to leave," said Syd
ney T. Hickey, associate director of govern
ment relations for the National Military 
Family Association in Alexandria, Va. 

In addition, more young people than ever 
are entering the m111tary with spouses and 
children-and added financial burdens. Be
tween 70 to 80 percent of all enlisted men and 
women earn less than $30,000 a year, includ
ing housing and food allowances, according 
to a study by Senator John McCain, an Ari
zona Republican on the Armed Services Com
mittee. Among those, 45 percent of the Army 
and 46 percent of the Marine Corps earn less 
than $20,000 a year. Mr. McCain coined a new 
term for what he calls these people: "the new 
m111tary poor." 

Spec. Kimberly Southworth, a 29-year-old 
Army truck mechanic stationed at 
Scholfield Barracks in Oahu, Hawaii. She is 
separated from her husband and living with 
her three children on post. Specialist South
worth said her monthly income was Sl, 700, 
but after taxes and bills, including S6 an 
hour for babysitters, she has about $50 left 
over each month. 

"I don't like having to apply for food 
stamps, but I don't have a choice," said Spe
cialist Southworth, who has received $390 a 
month in food stamps since January 1992. 
"The cost of living is so high in Hawa11 and 
the pay for my rank is so low. If I didn't have 
food stamps, I'd be in debt up to my neck." 

At the Navy base in Norfolk, Petty Officer 
First Class Gary Benfield and his wife, Su
zanne, said they and their four children
ages 5 months to 7 years-rely on another 
Federal program for nursing mothers and 
children under 5, the Women, Infants and 
Children program, for $100 a month in food 
coupons. 

Overall, the value of W.I.C. coupons re
deemed at military commissaries increased 
to Sl5.2 million last year from Sl2.4 million 
in 1992. "It bothers me because no employee 
of the Federal government should qualify for 
Federal assistance," Mrs. Benfield said. 

Eligib111ty for food stamps ls based on a 
combination of income, other financial re
sources and household size. Federal officials 
say as many as 40 percent of military fami
lies on food stamps live in free military 
housing. They qualify for stamps because 
their incomes are not raised above the cutoff 
by the housing and food allowances that 
service members living off-base receive. 

Pentagon spokesmen say the issue ls not 
strictly pay, but individual family cir
cumstances. "We don't compensate people 
for having nine people in their family," said 
Maj. Bill Buckner, an Army spokesman. 

Military officials say they encourage serv
ice members with financial problems to take 
advantage of food stamps, and a range of 
other prog,rams, from emergency loans to fi
nancial planning seminars. Many families, 
however, balk at stepping forward for what 
they consider a handout. 

"We've tried to identify them, but they 
just don't come forward," said Chief Master 
Sgt. Eddie Morgan, the senior enlisted air
man in the 33d Fighter Wing at Eglin Air 
Force Base in Florida. "It's a pride thing." 

To get around that, the senior enlisted air
men at Eglin manage a fund called Operation 
Care that distributes Sl0,000 in yearly dona
tions from other service members to needy 
families, usually around the holidays. Last 
year, 247 families, some with as many as 
seven children, received grants of $25 for 
each family member. 

Some branches of the military are reluc
tant to discuss the subject at all. When 
asked to help contact fam111es on food 
stamps who would be willing to talk about 
their plight for this article, a Marine Corps 
spokeswoman, Lieut. Col. Robin Higgins, de
clined, saying, "The commandant prefers to 
emphasize the positive things about the 
quality of life in the Marine Corps." She was 
referring to Gen. Carl E. Mundy Jr., the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

So painful is the perceived stigma of using 
food stamps that some service members pay 
more to avoid being seen using them. A high
ly decorated chief petty officer in Norfolk, 
who received $200 to S400 a month in food 
stamps from 1982 until 1993, said he and his 
wife shopped in supermarkets rather than 
Navy commissaries, even though com
missary food prices are on average about 25 
percent cheaper. 

"We didn't want to be seen by anyone we 
knew, so we went to the community store 
even though it was more expensive," said the 
chief petty officer, who spoke on the condi
tion of anonymity. 

Defense Department officials say that 
about 50 percent of military spouses have 
full-time jobs to help pay the bills. Since 
military personnel transfer frequently, how
ever, spouses often must start over each 
move and miss out on promotion opportuni
ties. 

Many service members work part time as 
fast-food servers, gas station attendants, 
grocery baggers and hotel-room cleaners. A 
22-year-old combat medic in an artillery unit 
at Fort Carson, Colo., started his second job 
today as a security guard in a city park. The 
medic said he needed the $4.25-an-hour week
end job to supplement his Sl,000 monthly 
base pay to support his wife and their three 
children, a 2-year-old boy and year-old twin 
boys. 

"When I joined the Army, I expected good 
benefits, decent pay and job security, just 
like 'the commer.cials say," said the medic, a 
Persian Gulf war veteran who spo.ke on con
dition of anonymity. "But it's been a lot 
harder than I ever imagined." 

Commanders expressed concern that work
ing two jobs could hurt military perform
ance. "It's something we pay attention to," 
said Chief Master Sgt. Mike Burbage, the 
senior enlisted adviser at Eglin Air Force 
Base. "But it's tough to tell a guy to quit a 
job if he needs it to feed his family." 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the con
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2182 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to House Resolution 521, I call up 
the conference report on the Senate 
bill (S. 2182) to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1995 for military 
activities of the Department of De
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense programs of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS). Pursuant to the rule, the 
conference report is considered as hav
ing been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Friday, August 12, 1994, at page H8055, 
as contained in Issue No. 113 published 
on Saturday, August 13, 1994.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
STUMP] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognize~ the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me preface my re
marks first by thanking my distin
guished colleagues for their very kind 
and generous remarks in the previous 
discussion of the rule. Second, I would 
simply point out to my colleagues that 
the remarks of a number of my col
leagues who spoke in the well, that it 
simply points out that at the end of 
the day there are different points of 
view and different perspectives, we ar
rive at different analyses, and we at
tempt to embrace different policies. 
That is what this process is all about, 
an honest and open exchange of ideas 
strongly felt in the marketplace. That 
is what this is all about. 

We find ourselves, Mr. Speaker, in a 
different world. As I have said on more 
than one occasion, to the point of re
dundancy, the cold war is over, the 
Berlin Wall is down. We now find our
selves in the context of a post-cold-war 
era. It is very difficult for some of us to 
march into the future boldly, so many 
of us march cautiously. Some of us 
give up old ideas reluctantly. But I 
would suggest that this period in which 
we find ourselves is pregnant with 
enormous potential and enormous pos
sibilities. It seems to me that we can 
paint bold strokes across the canvas of 
time and move boldly into a new world. 
We can also fritter away this moment, 
tinker at the margins of change be
cause we are tempered by our caution, 
by our fear, and by our predilections to 
old ideas. 

Mr. Speaker, I would challenge my 
colleagues to grasp new thought~. new 

ideas, and move to new paradigms. The 
previous discussion simply points out 
that· we come to this moment and view 
the world with different eyes. My hope 
is that we can all take off the old glass
es of the cold war and put on the new 
spectacles of the post-cold war and 
march boldly into the future. With 
those remarks, Mr. Speaker, let me 
proceed to the conference report. 

The conference report that we con
sider today would authorize approxi
mately $263.8 billion in budget author
ity for fiscal year 1995, a defense top 
line equivalent to the President's origi
nal request. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I 
did not indicate that we received out
standing cooperation in our efforts 
with our colleagues in the other body, 
ably lead by the chair and the ranking 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services of that. body, and from the 
leadership of our own committee, in
cluding all of the membership, specifi
cally my colleague and friend, the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE] who cannot be with us at this 
time because of devastation that has 
been visited upon his constituency; and 
the subcommittee chairs and ranking 
members across the total spectrum of 
the committee's jurisdiction. As usual, 
the House was well-served by our excel
lent committee staff who deserve our 
thanks for their tireless effort over 
these weeks. 

I might digress and say, Mr. Speaker, 
that I do not make that statement to 
simply cast out words. There are often 
disparaging remarks made about staff 
people who serve this country. I would 
suggest that this institution could not 
work if it were not for the able, dedi
cated, brilliant, hardworking staff peo
ple. I happen to be fortunate enough to 
chair a committee where the level of 
staff capability is extraordinary, and 
every single day I see them working 
diligently, sometimes around the 
clock, to make sure that we meet our 
time deadlines and deal with our re
sponsibilities. Words are not adequate 
enough to thank the staff for their 
very tireless effort. Sometimes the 
phrase "thank you" seems to be a trite 
phrase, but on behalf of myself and my 
colleagues, I would like to thank the 
staff for their extraordinary effort. 

Finally, let me note that our outside 
conferees also played a constructive 
role and I appreciate their cooperation 
in this large and complex effort. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
continues the necessary reconfigura
tion of national security spending pri
orities in the post-cold-war era, a pe
riod of transition during which percep
tions of our national defense needs 
were altered as a result of both signifi
cant continuing changes in world af
fairs and further analysis of the De
partment of Defense, the Congress of 
the Unit.ed States and others regarding 
requirements for this period and the 
time beyond. 

In this gentleman's humble op1mon, 
Mr. Speaker, more could be done to re
orient ourselves to this new reality 
more quickly. For example, more em
phasis on preparation for peace oper
ations, broader conversion efforts, the 
elimination of some redundant sys
tems, and excessive force structure. 
But because periods of change create 
special challenges, it is understandable 
that most of my colleagues and the 
conference have chosen to proceed cau
tiously. 

Mr. Speaker, we provide sufficient 
operations and maintenance funding, 
but our caution against change may 
leave us with too large a force struc
ture and an acquisition program to 
guard against degradation of readiness. 
While some point to humanitarian and 
peacekeeping operations as financial 
draws on readiness, we can, Mr. Speak
er, effectively reimburse the services 
for these operations. The same cannot 
be said for permanent expenses on 
unneeded equipment or force structure 
that misallocates resources that could 
more effectively maintain readiness. 

In this regard, the conference re
jected the effort to preserve explicitly 
the capability to produce additional B-
2's and maintained the current cost 
and numerical caps on the B-2 pro
gram. The Secretary will study the 
bomber force capabilities and report 
back to the Congress in 6 months as to 
whether or not a shortfall exists for 
the near, mid, or long term and how it 
might be remedied, if indeed a shortfall 
exists. 

During that process, Mr. Speaker, 
the Secretary may explore the range of 
options that are before him. 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, is this gentle
man's humble opinion that any reason
able course of action will not require a 
future purchase of B-2's, the actions 
that would represent the kind of exces
sive acquisition program that threat
ens our readiness. But in the future we 
will learn from the administration 
whether they share this gentleman's 
view or not. 

Mr. Speaker, we must not let excess 
caution impede worldwide efforts to re
duce forces and arms and the instabil
ity and danger that they create. Given 
our extraordinary superpower status, 
we are the last superpower standing, 

..Mr. Speaker, we must exercise by ex
ample as well as words, the leadership 
necessary to create new strategies for 
conflict resolution, establish new arms 
reduction agreements as well as to se
cure our counter and nonproliferation 
goals. 

We have made some important steps 
in this direction, such as the prohibi
tion on backfitting the D-5 missile on 
our earlier Trident submarines and re
quiring that any antiballistic missile 
work be compliant with the ABM Trea
ty. 

The report seeks to ensure that our 
men and women in uniform are able to 
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serve in an environment that is free 
from sexual harassment and discrimi
nation and makes clear that the Con
gress expects the services to end the 
discrimination, to end the harassment 
against our service personnel. 

We have also sought to provide a dig
nified quality of life for our personnel 
and their families by providing a pay 
increase that reflects a full cost-of-liv
ing adjustment as well as other impor
tant measures. 

The conference report ensures that 
we have significant assistance pro
grams for communities that face eco
nomic dislocation as a result of the de
cisions to close bases, shut down weap
ons manufacturing lines, or scale back 
our nuclear weapons program. 

Mr. Speaker, in the international af
fairs arena, the conferees confronted 
three contentious issues: 

We sought to bring pressure on the 
Bosnian Serbs to agree to a peace 
agreement in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
that would guarantee a viable Bosnian 
Government capable of exercising its 
rights in the community of nations. 

0 1630 
The report would achieve this goal by 

the process of moving promptly to
wards a multilateral lift of the arms 
embargo on the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, if the Bosnian Serbs 
do not accept the Contact Group agree
ment by October 15. 

With regard to NATO burdensharing, 
the conferees agreed to maintain the 
current limits on overseas troop de
ployments and establish a 2-year goal 
for NATO burdensharing requirements 
at 37.5 percent. 

However on peacekeeping, the third 
and significant contentious issue be
fore the conference, the conference 
could not bridge the gap, Mr. Speaker, 
between authorizing $300 million from 
DOD accounts for peacekeeping assess
ments and prohibiting such expendi
tures. These two positions were miles 
apart. The House could not proceed to 
the Senate, the Senate could not pro
ceed toward the direction of the House. 
So we agreed to drop both of these pro
visions and live to fight this battle an
other day. 

Our committee leadership agrees 
that developing a comprehensive 
peacekeeping program that can some
day become law is vital to our national 
interests, and we have begun discus
sions as to how to proceed. It would be 
this gentleman's hope, and my state
ment to the Members, Mr. Speaker, 
that in the next Congress we will ad
dress the issue of peacekeeping and all 
of its ramifications in the hope that we 
not only can stimulate our own think
ing but stimulate the thinking of our 
colleagues and the administration so 
that we can come to terms with the 
issue of peacekeeping. We have not 
adequately laid out the appropriate in
tellectual and political base for us to 

move forward in peacekeeping. This 
gentleman's opinion is that peacekeep
ing is a reality, it is an integral part of 
our national security apparatus as we 
march boldly toward the 21st century. 
But all of my colleagues do not agree, 
and when there is not a consensus, then 
we have to be part of the educative 
process, and then move our colleagues 
toward some consensus. 

We could not do that in the context 
of this conference. It would be this gen
tleman's hope when we return to this 
point next year that we will have some 
kind of consensus in this post-cold war 
era. 

Mr. Speaker, the House Committee 
on Armed Services will continue to 
work with the administration and our 
colleagues in both Chambers to achieve 
these and other lofty and outstanding 
goals. In the meantime, I believe that 
the report that is before the body de
serves the support of Members on both 
sides of the aisle in that it provides 
sufficient reserves to meet our defense 
needs and properly moves to realign
ment of our Nation's forces to meet 
current needs. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], our rank
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Armed Services, has asked me to 
manage the bill in his absence this 
afternoon. As everyone has heard, a se
ries of devastating tornadoes swept 
through South Carolina yesterday, and 
as we debate this conference commit
tee report he is on his way back to 
South Carolina to meet with the offi
cials to take care of the many prob
lems caused by that storm. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to commend the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS], 
chairman of the full committee as well 
as the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Research and Technology, for all of 
the fairness that they have shown this 
side of the aisle. While we disagreed 
many times, we have always had ample 
time to express that disagreement, and 
we want the Members on this side of 
the aisle to know we appreciate that 
consideration very much. 

Mr. Speaker, before commenting on the 
conference report, I want to commend the 
chairwoman of the Subcommittee on Re
search and Technology, the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], on the bi
partisan manner in which she has conducted 
the work of the subcommittee during the 103d 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no question that 
through the bipartisan efforts of the members 
of our committee that the conference report 
we bring to the floor is a better bill than re
quested by the administration. However, this 
bill fails to address the monumental shortfalls 
in the funding needed to support the adminis
tration's own national military strategy. The ad-

ministration is long on strategy and short-in
credibly short-on resources to support that 
strategy. 

Let me cite a few examples of where this 
administration falls far short of adequately 
supporting its strategy and our military men 
and women so necessary to support our Na
tion's military strategy: 

The General Accounting Office recently con
firmed what many of us have been saying 
ever since the administration announced its 
two major regional contingency strategy-that 
the Clinton military strategy is underfunded by 
as much as $150 billion. 

Pay is not the principle reason our soldiers, 
sailors, and airmen decide to serve their Na
tion. However, they don't expect to have to re
sort to food stamps to be able to adequately 
feed their families. While it is incredulous to 
believe, we continue to hear more and more 
about this phenomenon. The Clinton adminis
tration's Department of Defense budget for the 
next fiscal year and for the remainder of the 
5-year program only compounds the problem 
of inadequate pay. This year it requested only 
a 1.6-percent pay raise. The President talks a 
good game about supporting our military men 
and women, but it took our committee and the 
Congress' support to ratify a 2.6-percent pay 
raise for the next fiscal year. It is hypocritical 
in the extreme for the Commander in Chief to, 
on the one hand, demand more of his military 
personnel and their families while at the same 
time providing less in resources to do their 
missions and to expect some of those families 
to have to use food stamps to feed their own 
families. 

There are continuing signs of the hollow 
force structure of the 1970's being revisited as 
the defense budget continues to suffer the 
Clinton cuts. The administration's rhetoric 
again fails to match reality. While claiming in
creased readiness funding, the reality is that 
funding that we have provided for training and 
readiness is being diverted by the administra
tion for other purposes. Further, our military 
people are being run ragged trying to meet the 
increased operational tempo required to meet 
ever-increasing administration deployment re
quirements. The recent case of a Marine 
Corps amphibious ready group having to rede
ploy after only 12 days of shore time after re
turning from 6-month deployment off Somalia 
is a prime example. The ill-fated F-15 Army 
helicopter friendly fire incident in northern Iraq 
is a case where ever-increasing demands on 
our people could have contributed to this trag
ic accident. The Undersecretary of the Air 
Force recently stated that as many as four 
times as many Air Force members are de
ployed overseas today as were deployed in 
1989. The Air Force reports that some crews 
are on their fourth rotation to the Persian Gulf. 

Finally, while the defense budget is being 
slashed, what is authorized and appropriated 
for the Department of Defense continues to be 
diverted by the administration for other pur
poses. So, while the American people are 
being told they are paying $263 billion for na
tional security for next year, the reality is that 
billions upon billions of dollars are being used 
by the administration to fund non-DOD pro
grams. A recent study by the Congressional 
Research Service estimates that nondefense 
spending by DOD has quadrupled from $3.5 
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billion in fiscal year 1990 to a projected $13 
billion in fiscal year 1994. DOD funding of for
eign assistance programs, traditionally funded 
within the State Department's budget, has 
gone from almost zero in fiscal year 1990 to 
over $550 million in this bill. The Department 
of Defense has become the administration's 
piggy bank to fund programs in the other de
partments. In this bill alone there is over $25 
million for the Department of Justice; $50 mil
lion for the Small Business Administration; $43 
million for the Farmer's Home Administration; 
$71 million for civilian youth programs; an esti
mated $300 million for Department of Com
merce, Energy, Transportation, National 
Science Foundation, and NASA technology 
programs; and $13 million for summer and 
special Olympics. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton defense strategy is 
not real. It is rhetoric. The budget cannot 
begin to fund the claimed strategy. The budget 
does not take care of our military men and 
women. The budget falls short of providing 
sufficient resources and people to meet de
ployment requirements. And the administration 
continues to try and fool the American people 
by claiming continued support for DOD budg
ets while it uses that very same budget for 
non-defense-related expenditures. 

For these reasons, I cannot support this 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, before discuss
ing this conference report, I first want to thank 
Chairman DELLUMS for his cooperation and his 
fairness during these past months of delibera
tion over this legislation. Regardless of any 
substantive problems I may have with ele
ments of this conference report, as a whole, it 
is a stronger piece of legislation as a result of 
being forged in a bipartisan manner. 

Mr. Speaker, if I limit my attention to just the 
specifics of this conference report, I believe 
we have clearly made a number of important 
improvements to the President's request. For 
example: 

We have ratified a year-long effort to pro
vide a full 2.6-percent military pay raise in
stead of the 1.6-percent raise proposed by the 
President. As I have stated on many occa
sions, I remain confounded by the mismatch 
between the President's rhetoric concerning 
his commitment to our people in the military 
and his proposals to deny these same person
nel the pay increases they deserve. 

We have readjusted the schedule on which 
military retirees receive their cost-of-living al
lowances in fiscal year 1995 to make it con
sistent with other Federal civilian retirees. Al
though I am concerned with using discre
tionary funds to adjust an entitlement program, 
this was an issue of fundamental fairness that 
had overwhelming support in both bodies. I 
hope we can work with the administration to 
find a smarter way of addressing the retiree 
COLA issue in fiscal year 1996 and beyond. 

We have approved an emergency fiscal 
year 1994 supplemental appropriation for on
going United States operations in Rwanda that 
fully funds DOD's costs through the end of this 
fiscal year. We will have to address DOD's fis
cal year 1995 costs in Rwanda once we have 
a better picture of the operation's overall dura
tion and cost. 

We have added approximately $300 million 
into a number of underfunded readiness ac
counts. As has become evident over the past 
year, the services are having to operate well 
beyond their budgetary means and Congress 
is having to repeatedly come up with ways to 
"make whole" the increasingly stressed oper
ations and maintenance accounts. 

We have tried to enhance the administra
tion's dramatically underfunded modernization 
program. Despite General Shalikashvilli's testi
mony that "modernization is the key to future 
readiness," in essence the administration's 
long-range modernization strategy is to do lit
tle more than delay important and costly deci
sions until such time that a future administra
tion will be confronted with the need to 
breathe new life into the remnants of our de
fense industrial base in order to modernize the 
military services. The administration's "not on 
my watch" approach to investing in mod
ernization is cause for great concern, and this 
bill's modest enhancements represent at least 
a small step in the right direction. 

Finally, we have unequivocally rejected the 
administration's misguided plan to use the de
fense budget to pay for the U.S. share of U.N. 
peacekeeping operations. First, these costs 
have always been borne by the State Depart
ment and there is no logical reason why this 
practice ought to change. Second, the serv
ices are already spending hundreds of millions 
of precious O&M dollars each year to support 
global peacekeeping and humanitarian oper
ations. Requiring DOD to also start paying the 
U.N. assessed fee is unacceptable in a budg
etary sense and from a policy perspective, 
and could actually encourage the United Na
tions to continue expanding its global peace
keeping agenda if they believe the U.S. de
fense budget is their piggy bank. As a result 
of our decisive action on this front, I urge the 
President to reconsider this controversial cor
nerstone of his new blueprint for peacekeep
ing operations-PDD-25. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, when you move 
beyond specifics and consider this conference 
report in the broader context of President Clin
ton's plan to cut the defense budget by more 
than $150 billion, this bill represents another 
downpayment on the administration's fun
damentally flawed budgetary and strategic 
blueprint for our national security and our mili
tary forces in the turbulent years ahead. 

It is increasingly apparent that the forces 
recommended by the Bottom-Up Review will 
not be capable of executing the two-war strat
egy, and if they could, even a fully funded 
Clinton defense budget plan would prove inad
equate to support this force structure. The fact 
that the GAO recently reported that the Clinton 
defense budget is underfunded by as much as 
$150 billion only reinforces these troubling 
conclusions. The defense budget is headed 
toward post-World War 11 record lows as a 
percent of GDP and of Federal outlays; the 
services are being asked to do more with less 
and are therefore overextended; and as a con
sequence we are beginning to see problems 
across a wide-range of readiness indicators. 
We may not have a hollow force today, but 
the Clinton defense plan is heading us inex
tricably down this slippery slope that many of 
us remember from the late 1970's. 

The solution to these growing problems is 
as obvious as it is apparently unattainable in 

the current political environment-that is to re
verse the Clinton defense cuts. 

I hope the day is not far off when enough 
of my colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
will join with a strong majority of Republicans 
in supporting a halt to the 10-year real decline 
in defense spending we have witnessed since 
the mid-1980's and insist on more robust fund
ing for the Department of Defense in the out
years. The inevitable costs of waiting to re
verse our current course far outweigh the in
vestments we could and should be making 
today. 

History has taught us time and time again 
that gambling with a penny-wise and pound
foolish approach to defense never pays long
term dividends but, instead, all but guarantees 
extraction of a painfully high human and mon-
etary cost. . 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the dis
tinguished gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCimOEDER], chairperson of the 
Subcommittee on Research and Tech
nology. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time. I must say our chairman, I think, 
is one of the most patient and tolerant 
Members around as we have tried to 
craft a new bill for new times, and that 
has been very hard and very painful. 
But I think everybody on the commit
tee has tried very hard to figure out 
how we make a smarter bill, because 
we know we cannot keep making larger 
bills. How do we really plan for the 
contingencies of the future and not let 
future generations down? 

One of the things we have been doing 
in research and technology is trying 
very hard to figure out how we re
configure the industrial base out there, 
because unlike any other time where 
we have downsized, there has been no 
civilian industrial balance equal to 
downsize into, so we have been trying 
to do all of the transferring of initia
tives and every other thing we can 
think of. 

This bill builds on some of the inno
vative things that were done last year 
and worked so well last year. We added 
loan guarantees this year so that 
small- and medium-sized companies 
could fast forward, and hopefully re
tain more jobs in that area that is so 
critical. 

We did some other very exciting 
things this year. I honestly think we 
are going to do more for fighting crime 
in this bill than the whole crime bill 
that is being debated at the same time, 
because what we did last year was ask 
the Department of Justice and the De
partment of Defense to get together 
and find out what we had in the De
partment of Defense that could help 
the average law enforcement officer. 
We found almost everything in the De
partment of Defense would help the av
erage law enforcement officer. In fact, 
the average law enforcement officer 
looked like Wyatt Earp, only he had a 
car instead of a horse. They really 
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never had thought of the concepts that 
we talk about so much in the armed 
services about how to achieve force en
hancement measures. 

When only 9 percent of the crimes 
committed in America ever have any 
arrest made, it is very clear, while we 
won the cold war, we are losing the war 
on crime, because if 91 percent of the 
crimes do not have any arrests made, 
the idea gets around that crime pays. 
So we started looking at everything 
possible that would be transferable to 
the police. 

Last April a memorandum of under
standing was signed between the De
partment of Justice and the Depart
ment of Defense. This bill funds that 
memorandum of understanding. I think 
it is going to make a terrific dif
ference, and it is going to create tre
mendous jobs because there are s.o 
many different entities out there that 
would like to buy into this. 

We also have some very exciting con
cepts on telemedicine. The Department 
of Defense is way ahead of the civilian 
sector in telemedicine, mainly because 
they do not have to deal with some of 
the rules we have in the private sector. 
But once again, they are creating the 
way that we are going to be delivering 
medicine in the 21st century, and we 
are still looking at it like it is the late 
19th. 

So I think all of these things are very 
exciting, and we are looking forward to 
continuing to be smarter since we can
not just keep getting larger. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HUNTER], the ranking member 
of the Subcommittee on Military In
stallations and Facilities. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the ranking member, the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE]. I know he has had to leave for 
a disaster in his area, and the chair
man, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS], for what I think was a 
conference that process-wise was ex
tremely fair, offered a platform for 
every Member that wanted to make his 
voice heard. The chairman has talked 
about many, many systems that were 
worked on, issues that were addressed 
and resolutions that came of those is
sues. I think we had a good working 
conference. 

However, Mr. Speaker, I would be re
miss if I did not say that the issue and 
the problem from my perspective with 
our national security apparatus is not 
the process but it is rather the top line. 
That is how much money are we going 
to allocate to national security, to na
tional defense. We are slashing na
tional defense $129 billion below the $50 
billion cut that then-President Bush, 
then-Secretary of Defense Dick Che
ney, and then-Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs Colin Powell made several years 
ago. 

D 1640 
And that $129 billion cut, make no 

mistake about it, no matter how well 
we massage the process, no matter how 
well we shift, cost shift, shift funds, 
streamline programs hurts national se
curity, and to some degree it impacts 
on the quality of life for the men and 
women in the armed services, and to a 
large degree it impacts on readiness. 

Let me just tell you, from the Mili
tary Construction Subcommittee 
chaired by the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. MCCURDY], upon which I am 
the ranking member, we are spending a 
ton of money on nonmission-related 
programs. Most of those programs have 
to do with the environment, with envi
ronmental compliance. We are spend
ing billions on environmental compli
ance, much less on military housing, 
much less on mission-oriented pro
grams. 

We have a military today which re
minds me of the military that I saw 
when I came into Congress in 1980. At 
that time in San Diego we had thou
sands of young military families that 
were on food stamps. This year 27 mil
lion dollars' worth of food stamps are 
being consumed by the uniformed serv
ices, because our folks do not make 
enough money. We had a lot of people 
getting out of the military then, about 
a thousand petty officers a month. I 
have not seen the last figures, but I 
know it is getting more and more dif
ficult to retain high-level leadership in 
the armed services. 

We had a large· number of fighter air
craft, over 50 percent at that time, that 
were not fully mission-capable. We now 
have about 50 percent of the fighter 
aircraft that we had 7 or 8 years ago, 
and we are moving downward in readi
ness. Our depot-level maintenance this 
year was about 62 percent of the re
quirement. We met about 62 percent of 
the requirement of depot-level mainte
nance. We have a lot of systems, some 
of which came back from Desert Storm 
and still have not been repaired, still 
have not been refurbished. 

Every time we ask our military lead
ers to comment on this, none of them, 
of course, being respectful of the civil
ian government and the Clinton admin
istration, none of them say, "We are 
making a horrible mistake this year." 
What they all say is if we go 1 inch 
lower, if we do not have a budget next 
year that is robust, we are going to be 
in trouble. 

My colleagues, I feel we are in trou
ble now. I feel that we face, while the 
Soviet Union has dissipated, we face a 
world which in the words of Jim Wool
sey, CIA Director, is full of poisonous 
snakes, the pending pro bl ems in Korea 
with the development of nuclear sys
tems, continuing problems in the Mid
dle East, continuing problems in 
Bosnia, the emergence of China as the 
superpower that will replace the Soviet 
Union, and all of those issues mandate 
a continued strong national defense. 

We have not met that mandate this 
year. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
HUTTO], chairman of the subcommittee 
on readiness. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
conference agreement. I want to also 
commend our chairman for his leader
ship and his fairness in the committee 
and in the conference, and likewise the 
ranking minority member, our col
league, the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been one of those 
who has been saying that I think that 
we are drawing down our defense too 
much too quickly. 

As the leader of the free world, we 
have to maintain a strong defense, al
though there have been a lot. of 
changes, and thankfully we can move 
to a lower level. But still we have to be 
vigilant and to maintain a strong de
fense. 

But we have to live within reality, 
and that is the proposal that comes 
from the administration and the budg
et resolution that is passed by this 
Congress, but working within that 
framework, I think we have done a 
good job to provide for the armed serv
ices of the United States. 

In the Readiness Subcommittee, 
which I chair, we have the largest seg
ment of defense spending. This year we 
are providing $91.5 billion for the forth
coming fiscal 1995 for the operations 
and maintenance and the readiness of 
our forces. 

One of the things that our sub
committee has been in the forefront of 
from many years ago when the late 
Dan Daniel was chairman of this sub
committee, and that is to improve the 
financial management of the armed 
services, and I believe that we have a 
strong commitment from the Secretary 
of Defense, Bill Perry, and the Comp
troller of the Department of Defense, 
John Hamre, in improving that. They 
are committed to that and are working 
hard, and I believe it is going to im
prove significantly. 

One of the things in this area that we 
dealt with has been the concerns of the 
Defense Business Operations Fund, or 
DBOF. This measure lifts the termi
nation date of that, prohibits the accu
mulation of excess cash, requires DOD 
to notify Congress of transfers of 
money in and out of DBOF, and termi
nates the practice of advanced billing 
beginning October 1of1995. 

DBOF consolidates the separate 
stock in industrial funds in the various 
service and defense commissary agen
cies to create one consolidated revolv
ing fund controlled by the Defense Sec
retary. The services then make pur
chases from DBOF using their annual 
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appropriation. DBOF also uses the cap
ital budgeting principle under which 
depreciated costs of machinery are 
billed to the service that uses that ma
chinery. The former system did not bill 
these costs to the services, so we have 
seen improvement. We are demanding 
improvement here. 

We also have authorization for $141 
million for the Inspector General that 
is meant to strengthen the LG. crimi
nal investigation, procurement, fraud, 
and auditing capabilities. 

This House time and time again has 
voted to ask our allies for a greater 
share of the burden. We have adhered 
to that and authorized $400 million less 
than requested for overseas activities 
and trying to make sure that we move 
toward 37.5 percent that the chairman 
mentioned earlier. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that we 
have identified in our subcommittee 
nonreadiness areas where we can pro
vide a pay raise for our troops and also 
to close the gap in funding on COLA's 
for our military retirees to provide eq
uity for our military retirees. 

All in all, I think that we have a 
good bill. I ask our colleagues to sup
port this conference report. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN]. 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
first, I would like to commend the out
standing work of the ranking member 
of the Armed Services Committee 
FLOYD SPENCE and Chairman RON DEL
LUMS in concluding a successful con
ference with the Senate. I would also 
like to thank their respective senior 
aides, Mr. Andy Ellis and Ms. Marilyn 
Elrod, for their expertise, counsel, and 
hard work throughout the process. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the hard work 
of the conference committee in making 
some difficult choices within severe 
budget constraints. Chairman DELLUMS 
and his staff deserve tremendous credit 
for providing an open and fair process 
for Members on both sides of the aisle 
in an effort to craft the best possible 
piece of legislation. 

While I will vote against this con
ference report, I do so not because of 
any displeasure with the work of the 
Armed Services Committee but be
cause of the lack of budget resources 
the administration has dedicated to 
our national defense. I join with Con
gressman STUMP in believing that our 
defense budget is inadequate given 
President Clinton's stated goal of being 
able to fight and win two near-simulta
neous major regional wars. 

As I have said in this Chamber be
fore, the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union, while reducing world tension, 
has not ushered in an era of tran
quility. Instead, the demise of the cold 
war has ushered in a period of ethnic 
antagonism, civil strife, and regional 
conflicts that have contributed to 
wide-scale killing, starvation, and mi-

gration problems. As a result, the Unit
ed States is challenged to develop a 
force structure that meets the full 
spectrum of near-term and future 
threats to the United States. 

The Bottom-Up Review developed by 
the Clinton administration outlines a 
strategy that hedges against future 
threats to U.S. national security inter
ests. It is a stopgap strategy with an 
insufficient budget. Unfortunately, the 
current administration is more con
cerned with cutting our defense capa
bility-not building .it up or ensuring 
that our forces are adequate to meet 
whatever challenges may surface. 

It is ironic that at a time when the 
demands on our armed services con
tinue to increase in areas like Haiti, 
Rwanda, Somalia, and no-fly zones 
over Iraq and Bosnia that we are debat
ing further cuts to our national de
fense. As a member of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, I urge my colleagues 
to seriously consider the national secu
rity implications of this overcutting 
and vote ''no'' on this conference re
port. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, there is 
not enough money to go around for the 
Federal Government to perform its 
basic functions. There is not enough 
money for it adequately to provide for 
the national defense, one of the most 
fundamental responsibilities of any 
government. 

The General Accounting Office re
cently reported that the Bottom-Up 
Review, the administration's basic doc
ument on defense strategy, policy, and 
structure, is underfunded by $150 bil
lion over the next 5 years. The Depart
-ment of Defense Comptroller says its 
only $40 billion. Only $40 billion? 

Are we going to fund the Clinton 
force structure or not? If so, we need 
more Defense funds. If not, we need to 
change our national military strategy. 

Mr. Speaker, this House, this Con
gress, this administration, this Nation, 
have got to come to grips with what is 
happening to this Nation's defense pos
ture. I have made this point many 
times and I shall continue to do so. 

Although the Congress and the ad
ministration have again refused to 
confront the fundamental defense is
sues this year, the conferees on the de
fense bill have done a good job within 
the funding limitations they were 
given. I am particularly pleased with 
the outcome with respect to military 
forces and personnel matters. 

The conference agreement includes a 
number of important provisions-both 
for the effectiveness of the total force 
and for the welfare of the individual 
soldier, sailor, airman, and marine. 

First and foremost is the pay raise 
for the troops. Al though the budget 
proposed an ill-advised cap on military 

and civilian pay, both the House and 
Senate approved a 2.6-percent pay 
raise-the maximum authorized under 
current law. 

The conference approved a House pro
vision authorizing a cost-of-living al
lowance for servicemembers stationed 
in high cost areas of the United States, 
similar to the cost-of-living allowance 
overseas. This new CONUS COLA, as 
it's called, will be targeted toward en
listed personnel with dependents and 
will provide an important assist to 
young families who cannot afford the 
high cost of living in cities like Boston, 
New York, and San Francisco. 

Concerned about the inequity be
tween military and civilian retiree 
COLA's, the conferees approved moving 
the 1995 COLA payment date from Oc
tober back to April, thereby conform
ing it to the Federal civilian COLA 
timing. This COLA equity provision is 
subject to similar action in the Defense 
appropriations conference delibera
tions. 

The conferees agreed to a House pro
vision that would provide the same 
protection to members of the military 
who report sexual harassment and un
lawful discrimination that is given to 
military whistleblowers and also 
strengthened a Senate provision estab
lishing a procedures for the review and 
implementation of the recommenda
tions of the DOD Task Force on Dis
crimination and Sexual Harassment. 

The conferees took a number of ac
tions to enhance the viability of the 
Total Force: 

The conference agreement increases 
the President's Selected Reserve call
up authority from 90 to 270 days. Dur
ing Operation Desert Shield, DOD was 
reluctant to activate the Army Na
tional Guard round-out brigades be
cause of the necessary train-up time. 
With this longer initial call-up period, 
the conferees have paved the way for 
increased reliance on the reserve and 
guard in the future as the size of the 
active forces continues to decline. 

Members of the House should applaud 
conference approval of the Reserve Of
ficer Personnel Management Act 
[ROPMA], which has already passed 
the House several times. This land
mark legislation will standardize re
serve officer career management and 
bring the reserve system more in sync 
with the active duty officer manage
ment system. 

Reflecting the growing importance of 
the reserve component, the conferees 
also approved legislation which re
quires the Secretaries of the Army and 
Air Force to prescribe a charter for the 
National Guard Bureau. The provision 
also specifies the rank of the chief and 
vice chief of the bureau. 

In today's tough budget environ
ment, the conference agreement is a 
positive step toward watching out for 
our most important asset--our men 
and women in uniform. 
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of entering into a colloquy, I 
yield an additional minute to the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Oversight and Investigations Sub
committee, Mr. SISISKY, in a colloquy 
related to one section of the conference 
report. Section 818 provides for the 
payment of restructuring costs under 
defense contracts. It requires a certifi
cation by an official at the level of As
sistance Secretary or higher. My ques
tion is whether such a certification is 
required if the Government review and 
audit substantiates that savings in 
each fiscal year exceeds the restructur
ing costs in each fiscal year and the 
Government is never out of pocket? 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
states that the certification must be 
signed by a senior level official when 
you are dealing with "projections of fu
ture cost savings." In the instance you 
describe, you are not dealing with pro
jections of cost savings delayed to 
years after the Government pays the 
restructuring costs, you are dealing 
with savings to the Government real
ized from the inception of the restruc
turing project. In such a case, the Gov
ernment would never be out of pocket 
and there would be no requirement for 
a certification by an official of Assist
ant Secretary-level or higher. 

Mr. SKELTON. As I understand it, 
the purpose of section 818 is to protect 
the taxpayer in instances where the 
Defense Department is looking at sav
ings down the road that are estimated 
or projected based on a large number of 
assumptions. 

Mr. SISISKY. That is correct. We 
built in the requirement for a certifi
cation by a high-level official in order 
to assure that these projections got 
high-level attention. If we are not deal
ing with projections of future costs 
savings exceeding current restructur
ing reimbursements, but rather with a 
savings to the Government in each fis
cal year that are captured in the con
tractor's restructuring agreement with 
the Defense Department, then there is 
no need for the extra bureaucratic step 
of high-level certification since there is 
no threat that the savings might not 
materialize. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 
that clarification. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from the 
State of Washington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to address the 
House today to pay personal tribute to 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, the gentleman from 
California, Mr. DELLUMS, and also the 
210 Members of the House of Represent
atives who sent Chairman DELLUMS a 
letter about our bomber force. 

One of the things that I have been 
concerned with is the condition of our 
bomber force. And, as usual, Chairman 
DELLUMS responded openly. This is not 
a subject that he necessarily agrees 
with this gentleman from Washington 
about, but he listened to my case and 
he came up with a provision which, 
frankly, I think is very good for our 
country. 

That provision will allow us to look 
at all the alternatives, including im
provements in the weapon systems on 
all of our bombers, and I believe that 
the compromise that was worked out 
between Chairman DELLUMS and the 
chairman of the committee in the 
other body is one that will serve our 
country very, very well. 

So again I want to thank the chair
man for his professionalism, for the 
way he treats everybody in this House. 

I told him the other day that without 
the other chairmen in the past, once 
they made up their minds, that was the 
end of the case. RON DELLUMS always 
listens, and I appreciate that. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this con
ference report for the fiscal year 1995 Defense 
authorization. 

One of the most important issues before this 
Congress is how to achieve the greatest re
turn from restrained resources available for 
the defense of this country. In a new era, 
where conflicts emerge frequently with little or 
no notice, these difficult choices will determine 
whether we can, in fact, continue to provide 
for and maintain the best Armed Forces in the 
world. 

I would like to commend the chairman, and 
the full membership of the Armed Services 
Committee for their outstanding efforts on this 
defense bill. I am particularly pleased that the 
conference report includes provisions to main
tain readiness and provide fair compensation 
for the men and women in our armed serv
ices. 

This authorization bill supports our defense 
posture of maintaining a sufficient military ca
pability to address the two near-simultaneous 
regional conflicts. Inherent in this policy is the 
ability to project power unilaterally, at a mo
ment's notice, anywhere in the world. This 
task becomes increasingly more difficult in a 
climate of reduced funding and as we reduce 
our forward deployed forces. In many cases, 
the only way we will be able to project power 
quickly and effectively is to capitalize on the 
military's most capable and responsible sys
tem, our long-range conventional bomber 
force. 

Unfortunately the Bottom-Up Review did not 
adequately address the bomber force struc
ture, other than to recommend a minimal num
ber of 184 aircraft. And the Air Force budget 

request for this year goes even further to 
erode the conventional bomber force by sup
porting only 107 aircraft. 

This conference bill addresses this very im
portant problem by establishing an Enhanced 
Bomber Capability Fund. This provision re
flects the Congress concern that the current 
bomber force structure is in fact inadequate. 

The conference directs the Secretary of De
fense to conduct a study on the military's 
bomber force structure requirements, and is 
directed to report back to the Congress on 
these requirements. If the Secretary deter
mines that the current bomber force structure 
cannot meet these requirements, the Sec
retary is then directed to recommend alter
native strategies to improve bomber force ca
pabilities. I am convinced that any objective 
analysis will lead the Secretary to recommend 
an enhanced bomber force that builds on the 
synergistic advantages of long range, surviv
ability, and smart precision weapons. I believe 
the B-2 smart bomber now in production is 
the right bomber for these difficult times. 
Those 210 members of this House wrote 
Chairman DELLUMS asking him to provide 
$650 million to preserve the bomber industrial 
base. As usual Chairman DELLUMS gave us a 
fair hearing and a fair outcome. Let the bomb
er study begin. 

I am also pleased that the conference 
agreement provides for an aggressive pro
gram to provide more capable conventional 
weapons systems for whatever mix of bomber 
forces we ultimately decide upon, and author
izes up to $100 million to preserve core bomb
er industrial base production capabilities. 

Again, I commend Chairman DELLUMS for 
his support of this program, and I urge Mem
bers to support the passage of this very im
portant conference report: 

ENHANCED BOMBER CAPABILITY FUND 

(SEC. 133) 

The Senate bill contained a provision (sec. 
141) that would provide $150.0 million for a 
bomber industrial base fund and exempt 
those funds from the existing B-2 bomber 
cost cap. 

The House amendment, contained a provi
sion (sec. 132) that would provide that any 
expenditures by the Department of Defense 
to preserve the B-2 bomber industrial facili
ties would be charged against the B-2 bomb
er cost cap. 

The House recedes with an amendment. 
The conferees agree to recommend $125.0 

million for an enhanced bomber capability 
fund. The conferees further agree to require 
the Secretary of Defense to conduct new 
analyses of both bomber requirements in the 
near term and long term, and, should the 
Secretary conclude that the planned bomber 
program does not meet those requirements, 
examine alternative strategies to enhance 
bomber capabilities to meet those require
ments and report his results to the congres
sional defense committees no later than 
April 15, 1995: Requirements would be de
fined, and bomber capabilities measured, for 
three time periods: 1998, 2006, and 2014. 

In the event the Secretary determines that 
additional bomber capabilities are required, 
he shall examine alternative strategies for 
acquiring them, including, but not limited 
to: 

(1) acceleration of planned upgrades to ex
isting bombers and additional munitions and 
support for them; 

(2) initiation· of a program to develop a 
new, lower-cost "next generation" bomber 
oriented toward conventional warfare; and 
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(3) a resumption of low-rate production of 

additional B-2 bombers. or variants thereof, 
oriented toward conventional warfare. 

As part of these analyses, the Secretary 
shall determine those core capabilities, 
which would take extended periods of time 
or substantial expense to regenerate and 
which are in imminent danger of being lost, 
that are needed to maintain the ability to 
design, develop, and produce bombers in the 
near term or long term. 

While the analyses are ongoing, the Sec
retary may obligate up to $100,0 million both 
to conduct these analyses and to preserve 
those parts of the core capabilities described 
above. The conferees believe that the Sec
retary should report to Congress where and 
why such funds are to be spent before obli
gating them. The conferees understand that, 
because these assessment of the bomber in
dustrial base will proceed over time, the Sec
retary may determine at various times 
throughout the study periods the need to 
fund appropriate core capabilities of the 
base. 

Following completion of these analyses 
and an interim report on bomber issues from 
the Commission on Roles and Missions, but 
not later than July 1, 1995, the Secretary 
shall report the results, and his rec
ommendations thereon. to the congressional 
defense committees. Thereafter, he may obli
gate all remaining unobligated balances to 
implement his recommendations, including 
funds for further preservation of core capa
bilities, if he so recommends. 

Should the Secretary conclude from his 
analyses that a new · "next-generation" 
bomber is required, he may obligate up to 
$25.0 million for requirements formulation 
and conceptual studies for a conventional
conflict-oriented, lower-cost next-generation 
bomber. 

The conferees agree that none of the en
hanced bomber capability funds may be used 
for advance procurement of new B-2 bomber 
aircraft, including long-lead items, and that 
subsection (c) and (d) of section 131 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1994, which established cost and nu
merical caps on the B-2 programs, are unaf
fected by any provision in this act. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my distinguished friend, 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], for yielding, 
and particularly I would like to thank 
him for his cooperation throughout the 
conference on many issues, many perti
nent to weapons programs that are 
very high priority for me. 

But, of course, nothing was as chal
lenging and probably as stressful, in all 
candor, for either of us as to the dialog. 
It was really positive. Sometimes it 
was hard-hitting dialog as to our con
cerns about the ongoing carnage in 
Bosnia. I think Members of the House 
know that the House was on record 
with a strong vote, with a 66-vote ma
jority, for what, in essence, was a uni
lateral lift. The Senate at the time, in 
their wisdom, did not do such but came 
out, I believe it was 52 to 48 for a mul
tilateral lift that was only in the form 
of a resolution at the time. 

Obviously, that posed a challenge vis
a-vis the House position and the posi-

tion of the other body. Before going 
into that a little more, I want to pay 
special thanks to the ranking member 
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
the gentleman from New York [BEN 
GILMAN], and also other leaders, as to 
the unilateral lift effort, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], 
and the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER]. 

I think with the chairman's coopera
tion and understanding and, I think, 
particularly some creative innovations 
put on the other side by SAM NUNN, I 
think in all reality and modesty it is 
safe to say that I think the Congress 
has achieved a major breakthrough as 
far as ultimately eliminating the hor
rible policy and the horrendous anach
ronism of imposing arms embargo on a 
sovereign state which is under massive 
international siege. 

In essence, it is more complicated 
than this, but President Clinton has 
pledged for the first time to actively go 
to the United Nations to argue for a 
multilateral lift. If that does not work 
out by November 15, not as a matter of 
suggested policy or sentiment, if you 
will, but by binding legislation, there 
would be agreed to by the President 
nearly all U.S. active participation 
particularly, or military and other ad
ministrative efforts in the region, en
forcing the arms embargo, would be 
eliminated permanently. That is the 
real message to the world, to the 
French, the British, and others, that 
we are not interested in going on with 
this policy. 

I would say nothing in our legislation 
precludes the President from taking 
much more immediate action and as
serting leadership, assuming the hor
rible, almost certain reality that the 
ongoing siege against Sarajevo and 
Bosnia goes on. 

Just from today's wire service: 
Bosnian Serbs, under pressure to accept 

the international peace plan, have tested to 
resolve of the United Nations in the past 
month, raiding U.N. weapons depots, cutting 
off the main commercial route into Sarajevo 
and shutting down the humanitarian airlift 
into the city for weeks, by shooting at U.N. 
Cargo planes. 

Even the Pope, John Paul II, has 
made frequent appeals for an end to the 
war in Bosnia. He has often condemned 
ultranationalism in the former Yugo
slavia and has urged the international 
community to do all in its power to 
disarm the aggressor. 

0 1700 
Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER]. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report on the 
defense authorization bill. 

This agreement provides the author
ization for programs critical to our 
country's defense, including CVN-76; 
the new attack submarine, the Navy's 
F/A-18 and E-2 aircraft; the Air Force's 

F-22 Fighter; the Army's Apache and 
Comanche helicopters; and the Ma
rines' V-22 tiltrotor and maritime 
prepositioning ship enhancement pro
grams. 

In addition, it provides a much-de
served 2.6 percent COLA for our mili
tary personnel, strengthens guidelines 
on sexual harassment, and equalizes 
COLA treatment for military retirees. 

Though the conference report con
tains these positive elements, I must 
register my continuing deep concern 
about the downward spiral in defense 
spending. This is the 10th year in a row 
that real spending on defense will de
cline. 

Meanwhile, the President's future 
years defense program-which in my 
view is inadequate-requires far more 
spending than his current budget plans 
allow. According to the GAO, this 
underfunding may reach $150 billion 
over the next 5 years. 

This trend cannot continue. Reduced 
spending jeopardizes our country's se
curity and puts the fine men and 
women of our military at greater risk. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. MACHTLEY]. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to have been a member of this 
committee for the past 6 years. I have 
been honored to serve with great lead
ers like our current chairman and 
ranking Republicans. As I leave here, 
Mr. Speaker, I consider this committee 
one of the finer of the committees in 
the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support 
this committee bill this year. I believe 
it is a fair bill. It was one that recog
nized the need to reduce our defense 
budget, but the tough years are ahead, 
and I would implore my colleagues who 
serve on this committee and who serve 
in this House to recognize that we 
have, in fact, preserved peace by hav
ing a strong military. 

In fact, we probably only made about 
a 20-percent cut in what will be a need 
for a $150 billion reduction. As my col
leagues know, this is the 10th consecu
tive year where we have had a down
ward spending pattern. We must make 
sure that we do not repeat the errors of 
the past and create a hollow force. It 
takes 9 to 12 years to create a good ser
geant or petty officer. It takes 6 years 
to complete a submarine. 

We must make sure we are preparing 
for the future. While we must be stew
ards for peace, we must also protect 
the democracy and the freedoms which 
we have. 

This is an easy year relative to what 
we will face in the future. It is my hope 
that, as we move forward making dif
ficult choices, that we do not sacrifice 
industrial bases for expediency in fund
ing, that we do not sacrifice our people 
in uniform for lack of training dollars, 
that we do not sacrifice the research 
and technology for the willpower to 
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make sure that our men and women in 
uniform in the future will have the 
highest technology. This is not a 
peaceful world. As we look at Korea, 
Iraq and the rest of the hot spots of the 
world, Mr. Speaker, let us never forget 
our duty here as members of the Com
mittee on Armed Services in Congress 
is to preserve peace, but to protect our 
men and women in uniform. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN], the ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Oversight and In
vestigations. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, as a 
member of both the Armed Services 
and Intelligence Committees, and as a 
conferee to the bill now before us, I 
want to inform our colleagues that I 
am ·worried about the direction that we 
are headed. 

In good conscience, I could not sign 
the conference report-even though 
there are some positive provisions in 
the bill. 

My main objection is that we are 
continuing the 10th straight year of 
real defense cuts. And, there is no end 
to the hemmoraging. 

The administration's 5-year defense 
plan, which is already, in my mind, in
adequate to defend against a two-re
gion conflict scenario, is underfunded 
to the tune of $150 billion dollars. Don't 
take my word for it-the GAO has said 
as much just last week. 

No amount of finessing the figures 
and adjustments for inflation is going 
to make-up that kind of a shortfall. Se
rious action needs to be taken by the 
administration-in conjunction with 
the Congress, in coming up with a plan 
to address the shotfall in next year's 
budget, and future budgets-before it is 
too late. 

Our military readiness has already 
slipped to alarming levels in many 
areas-we are quickly returning to the 
days of the hollow force of the 1970's. 
We are once again seeing many of our 
personnel having to rely on food 
stamps to get by. We are seeing a large 
drop in the number and quality of re
cruits into the service, and a large exo
dus of our most qualified and experi
enced personnel. 

We are seeing troops being asked to 
deploy for longer periods of time, tak
ing them away longer from their fami
lies and working them nearly to the 
breaking point. · 

Our service leaders are having to cut 
back on training and flight hours-be
cause of a lack of funds. They are hav
ing to cut many weapons moderniza
tion programs. 

Critical depot maintenance and fa
cilities repairs are going unfunded and 
the backlog increases every day. 

Projected savings from base closures 
have not materialized-and is actually 
costing the Government money. 

Ballistic missile defense is the victim 
of cut after indiscriminate cut, and is 

not receiving the appropriate amount 
of attention and support needed to 
counter the increasing threats of mis
sile proliferation and terrorism-leav
ing our troops and populations vulner
able to such attacks. 

Finally, the defense budget is being 
treated more and more like a giant 
cash cow-to be milked to fund pro
grams and operations of other Federal 
agencies. this is another disturbing 
trend that must be stopped. 

The bottom line is that we are cut
ting too much, too fast, and many of 
the cuts are turning out. to be indis
criminate. 

We seem to have forgotten the les
sons of the past, rushing quickly to dis
arm ourselves and setting ourselves up 
to be unprepared for conflicts which 
are certain to arise in the future. 

Sure, we all recognize that the end of 
the cold war allows for defense reduc
tions-no one is arguing that-but I am 
here today to sound the warning to my 
colleagues that we have gone way too 
far. 

Mr. Speaker, I have the utmost re
spect for my colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee, and the chairman 
who is a hard-working and dedicated 
member. 

I only hope that we can start now, to 
put together a strategy and plan to 
turnaround the trend for next year, and 
to recognize that we need to take ac
tion in order to prevent the coming 
train wreck in defense. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. STUMP] for yielding this 
time to me, and I want to compliment 
the chairman, as always, for being un
doubtedly the most fair chairman in all 
of Congress, possibly ever, the staff for 
the great work they have done, but I 
think I would be mistaken not to men
tion my deep concern about the inclu
sion of language that the other body 
insisted upon that would allow the U.S. 
Marine Corps to buy three foreign-built 
ships in this budget when there are 
American ships in the ready reserve 
fleet already available for that purpose 
and also the change to the sealift ac
count that would allow ships that were 
intended to be built in this country to 
be built overseas and merely converted 
in this country. This chairman in par
ticular has done a stellar job of work
ing to pass the national shipbuilding 
initiative to maintain this Nation's in
dustrial base for shipbuilding, and it is 
particularly disturbing to see the good 
work of this committee and this com
mittee staff taking one step forward 
being undone by the work of the other . 
body taking three steps backward. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
there is a clear and present danger, a 

combined failed foreign policy, looking 
at 22 dead Rangers and 77 wounded in 
Somalia, left there to die without 
armor. There is a clear and present 
danger, defense cuts that are going to 
leave much of our military defenseless 
in the future. There is a clear and 
present danger, the Soviet Union build
ing and increasing the number of nu
clear submarines, typhoon class, and 
also increasing the number of their 
subs that cut our Atlantic communica
tions cables. 

I say to my colleagues, ' 'Ask your
selves why there is a clear and present 
danger. You invade Bosnia, you're 
going to be looking at Russian troops. 
There is a danger." 

Mr. Speaker, defense is being but too 
much, and, like the crime bill, social
ized spending is not the answer. 
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Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield l1/2 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Ari
zona for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, as we consider the DOD 
authorization conference report, I 
would like to stress the importance of 
the language it contains on Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

In some respects, I am very dis
appointed with the language on lifting 
the arms embargo on that country. It 
falls short of the amendment to the 
original bill, which the House easily 
passed in June. However, last week's 
vote in the Senate on this issue indi
cates that that Chamber is moving to
ward a stronger position than before. 

I also believe it is unfortunate that, 
in the face of genocidal aggression, we 
are willing only to go as far as stating 
the right of a country to self-defense. 
Selected but substantial airstrikes 
against Serb militant positions in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina would be a 
more effective option, and I for one 
support that option in addition to lift
ing the arms embargo. 

We need only look back at what has 
transpired in the two months since the 
House voted for the unilateral lifting of 
the arms embargo. The Bosnians un
conditionally accepted and the Serbs 
effectively reject a plan offered on a 
take-it-or-leave it basis. Then, the Serb 
militants clearly violate the exclusion 
zone around Sarajevo. They brazenly 
closed corridors to the city and attack 
relief flights and U .N. convoys. They 
renew shelling of Gorazde, a safe haven 
allegedly protected by an exclusion 
zone. They renew ethnic cleansing in 
the North, in areas the settlement plan 
allows them to keep. These acts in the 
context of more than 2 years of aggres
sion, justify doing something more. 

That said, I commend the conferees
both House and Senate Democrat and 
Republican-for agreeing to useful lan
guage that moves us forward. The lan
guage calls for specific action to be 
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taken by certain times. First, we will 
seek a multilateral lifting of the arms 
embargo; that is preferred by everyone. 
But, if it does not happen, we should 
not be bound to support an embargo 
that is considered by many to be com
pletely illegal in the first place, espe
cially if the Serb Militants continue to 
refuse to accept a settlement. It gives 
meat to the comments of Secretary of 
State Christopher, who noted that we 
cannot let this go on indefinitely," 
while innocent people are slaughtered 
because they cannot defend them
selves. 

Let me also acknowledge the efforts 
of the administration for working with 
the Congress on this issue, and seeking 
to accommodate the concerns of us 
who want to see greater action taken 
in regard to Bosnia-Herzegovina. While 
I believe some risks are worth taking, 
I recognize that these risks have to be 
considered carefully and that we have 
to work with our friends and allies in 
Europe and around the world, many of 
whom hold positions and opinions dif
ferent from our own. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that 
I hope this report sends an important 
message-that we have not abandoned 
our principles and that we must there
fore do something more than sit back 
and watch genocide occur. This lan
guage on Bosnia-Herzegovina, at mini
mum, expresses the view that some
thing more has to be done than what 
we see now. The clock is ticking. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN], an able member of 
the committee. 

Mr. DORNAN. I thank the distin
guished gentleman from Arizona for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this is "compliment" 
afternoon for our distinguished chair
man, and it is richly deserved. In my 
18-year span here, 2 years sitting on the 
sidelines because of reapportionment, I 
h~ve served on many committees 
where there have been great bipartisan 
relations. It has been the byword of 
committees like the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, most 
of the time with the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, and certainly upstairs 
in the closeted Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence. 

But this committee is a tough one to 
maintain cordial relations. We come at 
defense from so many different posi
tions, particularly the liberal philoso
phy and the conservative philosophy. 
Our chairman has been someone who 
has kept a steady hand on the tiller 
and let all sides be heard. I do join in 
all of those compliments for him 
today. 

I did not expect to be here today. I 
think most of us did not expect to be 
here until about 2 weeks ago. I had 
hoped to be in southern France. It 
would not have been vacationing, it 
would have been attending the memo-

rial ceremonies for Operation Dragoon, 
which had for months been called Oper
ation Anvil. It is where United States 
forces landed in southern France to 
begin, with all of our hard fighting 
forces in the 80-day Battle of Nor
mandy, an end to the reign of terror of 
Nazi Germany across the face of Eu
rope. And Audie Murphy, a young lieu
tenant, Medal of Honor winner of the 
Third Division fame, was taking his ex
ploits from North Africa, Sicily and 
Italy, up to the coast of southern 
France. He went with the 45th Thun
derbird Di vision on one side and with 
the 36th Division, which had more con
tinuous combat time than any division 
in the United States, on the other side. 

They were today, 50 years ago, secur
ing the beach and letting the French 
forces land. The French had used para
troopers, just as we had at D-day a few 
weeks before. This is not to forget our 
men in the South Pacific, where our 
paratroopers were wrapping up the last 
Japanese resistance on Noumea Island. 
In the Marianas, as well as on Guam 
and Tinian, bloody fighting came to an 
end. 

What wonderful forces we had then. 
We had a nation with a population of 
only 130 million-plus people. Here we 
are today with literally twice that pop
ulation, 260 million people. Again that 
dreaded six-letter word is creeping 
back into those councils at the Penta
gon about our military forces. That 
word is "hollow." 

It is only beginning, but the signs are 
there that we are getting back to those 
dreaded times after World War I, after 
World War II, after the Korean war, 
and after the Vietnam war, when we 
started ax-cutting our military in 
order to funnel more money over into 
domestic programs of an uncertain des
tiny. And here we go again. 

In Mr. DELLUMS' second term, his 
sophomore year, second year thereof, 
1974, we crafted a budget, cutting back 
drastically for fiscal year 1975, as a re
sult of a defeat inflicted upon ourselves 
in the Halls of this building, never hav
ing lost on the battlefield and totally 
dominating the seas over the coast of 
North and South Vietnam. Air suprem
acy, there wasn't a SAM missile left to 
be fired at the end of that conflict. But 
here we were, gutting our military. Yet 
in the 1975 fiscal year period, we pur
chased 273 new combat aircraft for our 
military forces. 

Yet what are we doing this year? We 
are purchasing only one model type, 24 
of the superb C and D models of the F-
18 Hornet and 24 fighter or attack air
crafts. That is it. 

Here are some other indications of 
the problems we have developed for 
ourselves. There is good defense staff 
work here by Andy Ellis. President 
Clinton campaigned all of 1992 on a 
promise of $60 billion in defense cuts, 
no more. Once in office, as a typical 
liberal Democrat, doubled it to $120 

million. Then he began to bleed off 
readiness money into various causes. 

This is a recent study that Andy Ellis 
found by use of the Congressional Re
search Service. We have quadrupled 
non-defense spending from fiscal year 
1990, which was George Bush's first de
fense budget that he guided through 
with our committee's help here and in 
the Senate in 1989. It has gone from $3.5 
billion in fiscal year 1990 to a projected 
$13 billion in fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the entire report on non-de
f ense DOD spending. 

NON-DEFENSE DOD SPENDING: FURTHER 
COMPOUNDING THE CLINTON CUTS 

As the defense budget decreases, the 
amount of non-defense activities and pro
grams funded out of the defense budget con
tinues to dramatically increase. This prac
tice, historically limited to unrequested 
Congressional add-ons to the defense budget, 
has been embraced by the Clinton Adminis
tration as a means of furthering domestic 
and foreign policy goals at the expense of 
military readiness. 

A recent study by the Congressional Re
search Service (CRS) estimates that non-de
fense spending by DOD has quadrupled FY 90 
from $3.5 billion in FY 90 to a projected $13 
billion in FY 94. 

For example: 
The Administration has requested $300 mil

lion in the FY 95 defense budget to pay for 
the U.S. share of U.N. peacekeeping costs. 
Heretofore, such costs have always been paid 
for out of the State Department's budget. 

The costs of environmental cleanup have 
grown from Sl.6 billion in FY 90 to almost $6 
billion in FY 95. 

Foreign assistance programs has grown 
from virtually nothing in FY 90 to over $500 
million in FY 95. 

Depending on how it's counted, defense 
conversion and reinvestment programs have 
accounted for somewhere between S2.5 to $3.4 
billion in every Clinton defense budget to 
date. 

DEFENSE JOBS: THE HUMAN COST BEHIND THE 
CLINTON CUTS 

The FY 95 defense budget cuts more than 
180,000 active duty, reserve and civilian per
sonnel. 

Put in perspective, DOD will cut, on aver
age, 15,000 active duty, reserve and civilian 
personnel every month in FY 95. This is an 
increase over the average monthly cut in FY 
94 of 12,000 personnel. 

The FY 95 defense budget proposes to cut 
86,000 active-duty personnel, following on the 
heels of a 464,000 cut in active duty personnel 
over the last four years. 

By FY 99, DOD will have nearly 1.2 million 
fewer active, reserve and civilian personnel 
on the rolls than it did in the mid-1980s. 

The Clinton Administration Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS) estimated last year 
that defense-related private sector jobs de
clined by 600,000 as a result of the 1987-92 
Bush defense cuts. Under the Clinton
planned defense cuts, BLS estimated the loss 
of an additional 1.2 million defense-related 
private sector jobs by 1997. 

Put in perspective, this translates to an 
average loss of private sector defense jobs 
over a ten-year period of 10,000 per month 
under President Bush, and 20,000 per month 
under President Clinton. 

The aerospace industry has not employed 
so few workers since Jimmy Carter was 
President. 
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PERSONNEL READINESS AND MORALE: THE MOST 

IMPORTANT ELEMENT 

According to Army Chief of Staff General 
Gordon Sullivan, "The quality of the Army 
will surely decline unless something is done 
about the way soldiers are compensated. Our 
compensation is considerably eroded. This 
loss of benefits, coupled with other aspects of 
downsizing, sends a negative message to our 
soldiers and their fam111es. Long term readi
ness will suffer if we allow it to continue." 

Last year, the President proposed to deny 
the military a 2.2% pay raise as required by 
law. At that time, the gap between military 
pay and comparable private sector pay was 
already at 12%. Congress rejected the pay 
cut proposal and fully funded the pay raise. 

This year. the President proposed another 
military pay cut-requesting a 1.6% COLA 
instead of the 2.6% COLA endorsed by Con
gress last year and required by current law. 

H.R. 4301 , as reported out of the Armed 
Services Committee, categorically rejected 
the President's proposal and once again fully 
funded a military pay raise. 

According to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General John Shalikashvili, 
" Our structure is getting smaller and small
er with each year, but our commitments re
main global in scope, and the range of activi
ties we engage in are expanding. " 

From 1989 through 1993, the number of U.S. 
military personnel operationally deployed 
(excluding commitments to Desert Storm, 
Korea and Europe)-grew from 26,000 to ap
proximately 154,000-nearly a 600 percent in
crease. At the same time, military end 
strength dropped 20 percent (from 2.1 million 
to 1. 7 million). 

Increased operational commitments result 
in lengthier and more frequent deployments 
of personnel. 

MODERNIZATION: PASSING THE BUCK 

According to the- Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General John Shalikashv111, 
" modernization is the key to future readi
ness. " 

Unfortunately, the Clinton Administration 
proposes to spend S93 billion less than the 
Bush Administration on modernization (i.e., 
research, development and procurement) 
over the next five years. The Clinton mod
ernization cut follows on the heels of a 67 
percent real reduction in procurement spend
ing and a 20% real reduction in R&D spend
ing since the mid-1980's. 

The Administration's "strategy" actually 
delays modernization until the next century, 
increases the costs, and passes the respon
si b111 ty for building a political consensus and 
securing the funding on to some future Ad-
ministration. _ 

This "strategy" does little to maintain a 
viable defense industrial base and even less 
for the near-term modernization of our 
forces. 

The FY 95 procurement request is $12 bil
lion below FY 93 spending levels-a reduc
tion of 22% in just two years. 

The FY 95 Research and Development rep
resents a 9% reduction from FY 93 spending 
levels and request is $2.4 billion less than 
last year's FY 94 request. 

Moreover, an increasingly large portion of 
the R&D budget is being spent on non-de
fense initiatives such as conversion, medical 
and environmental research. 

While DOD procured 20 ships, 511 aircraft, 
448 tanks and 175 strategic missiles in FY 90, 
DOD will procure only 6 ships, 127 aircraft, O 
tanks and 18 strategic missiles in FY 95. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, here are further 
dissenting views. 

It is with great regret that I offer the follow
ing views on our work in conference with the 
Senate on the fiscal year 1995 Defense au
thorization bill. While there were some very 
positive steps taken by both the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committees toward 
maintaining and even improving U.S. military 
combat readiness, I fear we in Congress have 
again lost a golden opportunity to influence 
the short-sighted policies of this present ad
ministration with regards to the U.S. Armed 
Forces. 

The military policies and budget set forth by 
this administration simply do not make sense. 
During a time of drastically declining defense 
resources, when we should be requiring the 
highest standards of performance and capabil
ity from those few retained on active duty, this 
President has decided to turn the military into 
a social laboratory. From lifting the ban 
against homosexuals to opening up combat 
positions to women to opposing efforts to dis
charge those who are AIDS/HIV positive and 
therefore nonworldwide assignable, the Presi
dent has sought to use our Armed Forces as 
a domestic political tool rather than even ad
dressing whether or not such policy decisions 
would improve combat readiness. 

In addition to these narrow-minded political 
decisions, there is a dangerous hypocrisy re
sulting from a mismatch between the Presi
dent's vague but growing foreign policy initia
tives and continuing cuts to already reduced 
defense forces. Without clearly defining U.S. 
national interests or specific military objec
tives, the President has decided to offer U.S. 
military forces as the on call 911 forces of the 
United Nations and the rest of the world. 
Meanwhile, as the tempo for operations for 
our military continues to increase, including 
time away from home and family, the re
sources devoted to rewarding, training, and 
equipping these personnel continue to dimin
ish at alarming rates. 

This administration supposedly cannot find 
enough funding within the Federal budget to 
provide our military with a modest 2.6-percent 
pay raise; it cannot provide enough dollars for 
Army tank battalion commanders to exercise 
units above the platoon level; it cannot buy 
additional B-2 bombers to replace aging ·B-52 
aircraft. However, in spite of these defense 
budgetary constraints, the President can find 
more than enough funding from the Depart
ment of Defense for humanitarian assistance, 
foreign aid, and defense conversion projects. 
How do these programs directly improve U.S. 
combat readiness? How do these programs 
help our forces cope with the ever increasing 
tempo of operations as a result of increased 
foreign commitments? If the President wants 
to use our military forces as instruments of his 
foreign policy, then he must give them the 
funding necessary to perform their mission in
cluding adequate pay, adequate training, and 
new and improved weapons systems. If the 
administration continues to gut the defense 
budget. then it must not continue to offer the 
U.S. military as the 911 force of the United 
Nations and the world. 

What then, should our role be here in Con
gress to correct such shortcomings on the part 
of the executive branch? 

First, we as members of the armed services 
committees should demand that the adminis-

tration utilize some type of solid criteria before 
using military force and endangering lives. Any 
time we send troops abroad, whether it be for 
peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, or di
rect combat, we must anticipate that the result 
could eventually be armed conflict. While we 
do not want to prohibit the President from act
ing as Commander in Chief, we do want to 
ensure that U.S. troops are not sent into areas 
where there are no vital interests or specific 
military objectives, that is Somalia and Haiti. I 
suggest the following 1 O criteria, which I ex
panded on from a November 28, 1994, 
speech by then-Secretary of Defense Casper 
Weinberger, be used as the criteria for use of 
military force: 
CAP WEINBERGER'SIBOB DORNAN'S 10 COM

MANDANTS ON COMMITTING U.S. COMBAT 
FORCES 

1. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless the situation is vital to U.S. or 
allied national interests. 

2. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless all other options already have 
been used or considered. 

3. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless there is a clear commit.ment, 
including allocated resources, to achieving 
victory. 

4. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless there are clearly defined politi
cal and military objectives. 

5. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless our commitment of these forces 
will change if our objective change. 

6. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless the American people and Con
gress support the action. 

7. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless under the operational command 
of American commanders or allied com
manders under a ratified treaty. 

8. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless properly equipped, trained and 
maintained by the Congress. 

9. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless there is substantial and reliable 
intelligence information including human 
intelligence. 

10. Thou shall not commit U.S. combat 
forces unless the Commander-in-Chief and 
Congress can explain to the loved ones of any 
American soldier, sailor, Marine, pilot or 
aircrewman killed or wounded, why their 
family member or friend was sent in harm's 
way. 

Next, we must address the growing threat of 
proliferation of ballistic missiles and nuclear, 
biological, and chemical [NBC] weapons/war
heads. No other weapon can so directly 
threaten the United States, our allies, and for
ward deployed forces, as can these devastat
ing weapons of mass destruction. Fortunately, 
the only direct defense against such weapons 
is now without our grasp, ballistic missile de
fense [DMD]. However, both this administra
tion and this Congress have failed to provide 
funding for even near-term/low-cost BMD sys
tems such as sea-based missile defense. We 
should immediately provide additional dollars 
for the handful of promising technologies that 
could deter, and if necessary defeat, the grow
ing threat of ballistic missile attack from North 
Korea, Iraq, and elsewhere. Upper-tier sea
based systems on board Navy Aegis ships, 
Army theater high altitude area defense 
[THAAD], and Air Force boost phase intercept 
systems, are all near-team/low-cost tech
nologies that should be developed and de
ployed now, not later when it may be too late. 
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in addition, we should immediately seek to re
peal the outdated Anti-ballistic Missile [ABM] 
Treaty-a treaty with an evil empire that no 
longer exist-which threatens, as an obsolete 
political document, to limit the capability of 
even these modest BMD systems. 

Finally, we as members of the Armed Serv
ices Committees must be more selective in 
approving which programs will receive scare 
defense funds. We should evaluate every de
fense dollar and policy decision in terms of 
combat readiness. If a program or proposal 
does nothing to enhance our military's ability 
to deploy, fight, win, and survive on the field 
of battle, we should consider opposing the 
program. In a tight budgetary period and a 
rapidly evolving world political environment, 
we cannot afford nondefense issues or pro
grams to interfere with the much more press
ing demands of troop morale, combat training, 
and weapons modernization. These should be 
our proper roles as members of the House 
and Senate Armed Services Committees. 

Perhaps George Washington, our first Presi
dent and first great military leader, said it best: 
"To be prepared for war is one of the most ef
fectual means of preserving peace." 

We in Congress should heed his advice and 
make sure that every precious defense dollar 
is used to train, equip, maintain, and prepare 
our brave soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma
rines for war. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute for the purpose of en
tering into a colloquy with the distin
guished gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MO AKLEY]. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield. I would like to join in the praise 
for the distinguished gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] for the work 
he has done as chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the Navy recently ap
proved Milestone III for the submarine 
acoustic device countermeasure Mark 
IV program. The Navy originally in
tended to include funds for the pro
gram in their fiscal year 1995 ·request 
but because the Milestone III approval 
came too late the item was absent from 
the President's budget request. The ap
proval was made in time, however, for 
the Armed Services Committee to in
clude full funding, $12 million, in the 
House-passed authorization bill. 

Funds were provided last year and I 
believe the Navy will request continu
ing funds next year. Fiscal year 1995 
funding was problematic only because 
of the timing of the operational eval
uation. It is my hope that the nec
essary funding may be provided in the 
fiscal year 1995 Appropriation Act and I 
seek clarification that, if we are suc
cessful, there will be no objection from 
the authorizing committee. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank my colleague 
from Massachusetts and would like to 
reiterate the Armed Services Commit
tee support for the ADC Mark IV pro
gram. I agree with the gentleman's ac
count of the legislative history and I 
would add that if the defense appro
priations conference report provides 

funds for the ADC Mark IV program, 
the Armed Services Committee does 
not object. I will also add that if the 
funds are appropriated, the item should 
not be treated as an unauthorized ap
propriation. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], a member of 
the committee. 
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Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP], for 
yielding time to me and for his leader
ship in managing this bill for our side 
and, once again, to our distinguished 
chairman for his leadership in a very 
fair process that has allowed us to 
reach this point. I will be voting for 
the bill today, but with grave reserva
tions. 

I spoke earlier during the rule and 
talked about my concerns in terms of 
where we are going with our defense 
number. Because I feel our defense 
should be based on the threat that is 
out there, not some arbitrary number 
handed to us. In fact, that is what we 
were given. We were given an impos
sible task this year to try to meet the 
needs that we have around the world 
with a set number that was given to us 
by the administration. That, in fact, 
will cut $128 billion over 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, a year and half ago we 
heard a lot of rhetoric in this room and 
inside the beltway about a word that I 
have not heard used for the last year. 
Remember the words "peace dividend"? 
Remember how the President talked 
about how we were going to have such 
a peace dividend that could be used for 
so many other purposes? 

That peace dividend has now come to 
light in terms of what it is doing to 
American people. I want to talk about 
that. Because as we cut defense spend
ing, even though we are committing 
our troops to more and more places, 
whether it is Rwanda or Somalia or 
Haiti or Bosnia or wherever we are 
going to send them, we are committing 
our troops at a time when we have less 
and less resources and also at a time 
when we are spending more on environ
mental remediation and more on de
fense conversion, of much of which I 
support. But in the end, Mr. Speaker, 
we have to cut the troops. And we have 
to cut people. That is happening. 

This defense bill on the floor today 
will cut on a monthly basis 15,000 men 
and women per month next year from 
our military. These are men and 
women who voluntarily signed up to 
serve our country, and we are saying, 
"so long, we will see you later," 15,000 
a month. But, Mr. Speaker, let us look 
beyond that. What is the economic im
pact? And we projected this 1112 years 
ago. 

The Office of Technology Assessment 
and the Congressional Budget Office 

say if we make the cuts Clinton has 
called for it is going to have a dev
astating impact on the economy. Mr. 
Speaker, some would call that the 
peace dividend. 

Let us look at those Americans who 
can now say that they are benefiting 
from the peace dividend. McDonnell 
Douglas, 67,000 Americans out of work, 
laid off in the last 2 years, Financial 
Times, August 11, 1994. Raytheon Corp., 
4,400 workers in March of this year, 
over the next 2 years an additional cut 
will be made, Wall Street Journal, 
March 10, 1994. Boeing Corp., 28,000 peo
ple going out the door, 17,000 additional 
laid of in 1993, Aerospace Daily, Janu
ary 20, 1994, 2,200 more in my home 
State of Pennsylvania the next 2 years. 

Westinghouse Electric Corp., 6,000 
workers in 1994, Washington Post, Jan
uary 12, 1994~ Martin Marietta Corp., 
11,500 workers laid off since mid-1993, 
Washington Post, October 1, 1993. Texas 
Instruments, 11,300 workers from its 
peak of 24,500, Aerospace Daily, August 
25, 1993. 

General Electric Co., 750, 3,900, and 
1,600 workers respectively; another 
round in 1994 will eliminate 4,000 more 
jobs, Aerospace Daily, August 23, 1994. 

Pratt & Whitney Aircraft, they plan 
to reduce their work force by 38,800 em
ployees and an additional 3,000 coming 
up next year, Aerospace Daily, June 14, 
1994. 

Hughes Aircraft and General Motors 
Corp., a subsidiary of GM, 34,000 em
ployees, an additional cut this year of 
3,200, Wall Street Journal, June 21, 
1994. In California alone, the estimate 
is 200,000 workers, Wall Street Journal, 
June 21, 1994. 

Mr. Speaker, this is our peace divi
dend. None of us have said that we 
could not cut defense to some extent. 
We have all said that. But we cannot 
make these wholesale Draconian cuts 
that hurt real people. Where are we 
going to put these people? Are we going 
to put them in retraining programs 
selling fast food hamburgers? Are we 
going to put them into retraining pro
grams developing some new technology 
we do not have? 

Mr. Speaker, this President is lead
ing us down a bad path. Mr. Speaker, 
my career is as a teacher. I am not a 
lawyer. I spent my years teaching in 
the public schools of Pennsylvania, 
running a chapter 1 program outside of 
Philadelphia. There is nothing I would 
rather do than spend all of my money 
on helping with our domestic problems. 
But, Mr. Speaker, if we look at the les
sons of history, we can never eliminate 
the Ayatollah Khomeinis, the 
Mussolinis, the Hitlers the Stalins and 
all of those other people who have risen 
to power to threaten our security. 

Mr. Speaker, this President does not 
understand that. He is giving us an 
internationalist foreign policy with an 
isolationist defense budget. Cut our 
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budget by dramatic means, end our re
sources, cut our readiness, cut our op
erating accounts but commit our 
young men and women to Hai ti, to 
Bosnia, to Somalia, to wherever they 
are needed for U.N. operation. 

The two things just do not go hand in 
hand. 

Mr. Speaker, this has got to be the 
last year of this madness. We as a body 
have to stand up and say no. We have 
to stand up and say, let us base our se
curity needs on the threats that are 
there. When our intelligence resources 
tell us that there is 70 hot spots around 
the world, 30 of which could involve 
this country, we have to able to re
spond. We are not doing that at this 
time. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] in return for the 
fairness that he has shown us. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS). The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] has 4 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Alabama. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to engage the chairman in a colloquy, 
and I will abbreviate my remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, in the conference I un
derstand that the conferees rec
ommended a total of $520 million for 
the chemical-biological defense pro
gram with specific programs to im
prove our chemical and biological de
fense. 

Is that the gentleman's understand
ing? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, yes, the 
gentleman is correct in his understand
ing. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, in 
our conference we have a pilot program 
called the reutilization initiative for 
depot-level activities. Is it the gentle
man's understanding that this program 
will achieve, still achieve the goals of 
the House language? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his question. I would 
say that the conference committee has 
included the gentleman's concerns. 
They have been met to the best of this 
gentleman's knowledge. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his leadership and 
consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, in the conference on the fiscal 
year 1995 Defense authorization bill, I under
stand that the conferees recommended a total 
of $520 million for the chemical-biological de
fense program; fully funded the budget re
quest for the joint biological defense program 
by providing $52.9 million for research, devel
opment, test, and evaluation and $20.4 million 
in procurement; and recommended an in
crease of $16.6 million in Army chemical-bio-

logical defense research and development. I 
further understand that in accordance with the 
priorities submitted by the Army and consid
ered by the conferees, the increased funds 
would be used to complete the upgrade of the 
Fox NBC reconnaissance vehicle, accelerate 
the advanced development of chemical war
fare agent standoff detection systems, and in
crease exploratory development in biological 
and chemical agent detection technology. I 
also want to commend the conference for its 
support of a robust chemical-biological warfare 
defense program for our Armed Forces. 

Mr. Speaker, in the House passed bill, there 
was a provision titled "Reutilization Initiative 
for Depot-level Activities." This provision di
rected the Secretary of Defense to carry out a 
pilot program to encourage commercial firms 
to enter into partnerships with depot-level ac
tivities for the purpose of demonstrating com
mercial uses that are related to the principal 
mission of the depots. Some of the major pur
poses for this program are to preserve em
ployment and many of the unique skills cur
rently in the depots, and provide for reemploy
ment and retraining for employees who be
come unemployed as the result of downsizing. 

It is my understanding that the conference 
committee agreement on this provision will still 
achieve the goals that the House intended. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BROWDER] is correct in his 
understanding of the conference action. The 
conferees also provided additional funds under 
the counterproliferation technology program for 
field demonstration of promising and existing 
technologies for biological agent detectors and 
alarms, improved chemical-biological decon
tamination equipment and improved individual 
chemical-biological protective equipment. The 
allocation of funds for this latter effort will be 
determined by the Department of Defense as 
a part of the overall counterprolif eration pro
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference committee has 
included language addressing the reutilization 
initiative for depot-level activities. As many 
members of the committee know, I, too, have 
been greatly concerned with finding ways to 
maintain many of the specialized skills and ca
pabilities of our depot work force during this 
time of downsizing. The agreement contained 
in the conference report on this provision ex
pands the original provision to all depot-level 
activities. I have also been assured by the De
partment of Defense that they fully support 
this provision and will take steps quickly to put 
this program in place. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MEEHAN]. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of S. 2182, the 1995 De
fense Authorization Act. I congratulate 
Chairman DELLUMS on bringing a bill 
out of conference that takes great 
strides toward establishing a blueprint 
for defense after the cold war. His lead
ership helped make the negotiations a 
success, and I was honored to be part of 
the conference committee. 

The collapse of the farmer Soviet 
Union and the need to reinvigorate our 
economy presents an opportunity to re
duce defense spending without damage 

to our Nation's security. As we set new 
priorities to reflect the fact that the 
United States is the only remaining su
perpower, we must keep in mind that 
maintaining readiness remains crucial. 

The choices will be painful, and we 
will have to terminate obsolete weap
ons programs staunchly defended by 
parochial interests. We have started 
this process by killing exotic strategic 
defense systems and designating the 
bulk of missile defense funds for thea
ter-level programs. 

This is a step in the right direction, 
but as the defense budget continues to 
shrink, we must be prepared to make 
more difficult decisions about allocat
ing scarce resources in a way that pro
tects both our economic and national 
security interests. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the conference report. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLOYD]. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the National 
Defense Authorization Act conference report. 
This report is the result of long hours of work 
by my colleagues and our staff. Our task in fi
nalizing this legislation has been difficult in 
these times of diminishing financial resources 
and growing diversity in situations around the 
world that require the attention of our Armed 
Forces. We have compromised, cut, and toiled 
to come within the budget limits demanded by 
the citizens of this Nation. At the same time, 
we have sought to give deserved compensa
tion to our All-Volunteer Force and provide 
them with the best equipment possible. 

In addition, this report continues to support 
our work in the North -Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion, the most successful alliance in history. 
And that provides us with important opportuni
ties to sustain friendships with our cold war al
lies and build new alliances with former Soviet 
bloc countries through NATO's partnership for 
peace. 

This legislation also takes positive steps in 
addressing servicemembers' needs, such as 
the program to assist our veterans suffering 
Persian Gulf syndrome and a provision to pro
tect our servicemembers who report sexual 
harassment and discrimination. Finally, we 
have shown our men and women in uniform 
their service is worthy of the same 2.6-percent 
pay raise scheduled for Federal civilian em
ployees in January 1995. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have worked 
with the conferees of the House and the Sen
ate to write this legislation. We have suc
ceeded, once again, in providing the United 
States with the finest Armed Services in the 
world. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
90 seconds to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the conference report 
on the DOD authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1995. 

This bill provides the minimum fund
ing for our national security. However, 
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I would prefer a higher level of funding 
for defense. I still believe that we have 
cut too much too fast when the world 
is still a very dangerous place. I still 
believe we need 12 army divisions, 22 
fighter wings, and 12 operational car
riers. We approved the requested end
strengths for all components except for 
the Naval Reserve and Coast Guard Re
serve which we increased slightly. 
However, the end-strengths of both the 
active and the reserve components 
keep going down and any further re
ductions in future years will impact on 
our capability to meet our national se
curity requirements. I think we have 
already made the necessary adjust
ments for the post-cold war world and 
a further analysis is needed for the fu
ture structure of our military. 

Let me talk about some of the good 
things in this bill. The Reserve Officers 
Personnel Management Act, also 
known as ROPMA, is included. This is 
major revision of how we manage or 
National Guard and Reserve officers. 
The House has passed this act three 
different times and finally the senate 
has agreed to our bill. 

Also included is a charter for the Na
tional Guard Bureau which defines the 
organization and responsibilities of 
this joint bureau for the management 
of the National Guard. We included 
language that freezes the number and 
the grades of the general and flag offi
cers that manage the reserve compo
nents. We modified the mobilization 
authorization of the President to call 
up the Guard and the Reserves for a pe
riod of up to 270 days. 

This should be ample time for Na
tional Guard brigades to be mobilized 
and deployed and not have a repeat of 
the situation in Desert Storm where 
these brigades were never used. 

In the personnel area we approved a 
2.6-percent pay raise, a Conus COLA, a 
50 percent increase in the ROTC sti
pend, and we adjusted the military re
tiree COLA to take affect at the same 
time as Federal civilian retirees. We 
corrected a provision that recouped 
transition benefits from some of the 
Guard and Reserve members. We also 
corrected the law so that enlisted Re
serve component members would com
pute their retired pay the same way as 
the officers. 

Included in this bill is $510 million in 
direct procurement of equipment for 
the National Guard and Reserves. We 
also included in other accounts an ad
ditional $200 million in equipment. 

We included extensive legislation to 
identify and treat veterans of Desert 
Storm who have been afflicted with 
Desert Storm illnesses. I totally sup
port this effort. However, I do have a 
concern that some of the funding of 
this effort is wrapped up with the DOD
VA cooperative research funding. I 
don't want the ongoing program of 
joint medical research to be adversely 
affected by combining the programs. 

I am also concerned about the provi
sions that transfer M-1 tanks to the 
Marines. This was done without the 
analysis and advise of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. It impacts on the Roles and 
Missions Commission which will be re
porting back to the Congress in Decem
ber. It prematurely decides that there 
are excess tanks in the Army and that 
all the National Guard requirements 
are a lower priority than both compo
nents of the Marine Corps. All of this 
was done without the JCS validating 
the Marine requirements. I am con
cerned that the Marines will now want 
Bradley vehicles, the refueling trucks, 
the ammo carriers, and the multiple 
launch rocket systems that normally 
go along with the Army M-1 tanks in 
combat. This tank transfer should be 
the end of this issue. I will oppose any 
further transfers of combat equipment. 

All in all, this is a good compromise 
bill and I urge my colleagues to sup
port it and vote for final passage. 

0 1730 
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 

gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLOYD], who is the chairman of the 
subcommittee. This is the last time she 
will be handling a conference of that 
subcommittee, and we commend her 
for the wonderful job she has done. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me once again ex
press my appreciation to the chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], and also the 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER], the chairman of the Sub
committee on Research and Tech
nology of the Committee on Armed 
Services. I appreciate all the fairness 
they have shown me. 

Mr. Speaker, a lot has been said 
about the inadequate funding in this 
bill today. I have to concur in that. I 
think one of the trends that disturbs 
me most was mentioned by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN], 
and that is spending by the Depart
ment of Defense for nondefense pur
poses, which has grown to an astro
nomical $13 billion in 1994. I simply 
think we should not do this. 

This defense budget is not real, the 
Clinton strategy is not real, it is most
ly rhetoric, and we simply cannot pro
vide sufficient resources and people to 
meet the deployment requirements. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, first, let me, at the con
clusion of this debate on the conference 
report, thank all my colleagues and the 
staff on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, let me finally, on behalf 
of myself and members of the commit
tee, thank several of my colleagues 
who will not be returning to this place. 
This is a .Point of departure for a num
ber of my colleagues: the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD], the gen-

tleman from Florida [Mr. HUTI'O], the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MCCURDY], the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. ANDREWS], the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. MACHTLEY], the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE], 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. RAVENEL], and the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

Some of them may be in the other 
body, Mr. Speaker; some of them may 
become Governors. Others will seek 
other vistas and other lives, and move 
in very different directions. 

On behalf of myself and members of 
the committee, I would like to thank 
all those colleagues who came this 
way, who assumed the awesome respon
sibility and the extraordinary honor of 
serving their fellow human beings in 
the life and death issues that we grap
ple with here on a daily basis. I would 
say goodby to them and thank them 
very much for their services. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to support the final passage of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1995. I believe that this measure moves 
toward a sensible and flexible defense struc
ture which is necessary as we continue to bat
tle the budget deficit and address a changing 
world order. 

I commend the House Armed Services 
Committee under assiduous and adept leader
ship of Chairman DELLUMS for taking the bold 
step toward ushering in a new era with the 
end of the cold war. Indeed there are no ex
perts in post-cold-war theory. We must con
tinue to evolve with the changing world situa
tions. ·our opportunity to transition toward a 
defense structure which will provide for the 
changing roles and missions of the armed 
services is here and to ignore it would be to 
live in the past. I also laud the chairman for 
being a fair leader in hearing the concerns of 
all members of the committee and for working 
toward bipartisan cooperation in drafting this 
measure. 

While I feel that we have produced a suit
able bill for that we were provided, I do have 
some concerns. I am delighted to see that this 
measure provides for a 2.6-percent pay in
crease for military personnel; however, I am 
still troubled by the fact that there are many 
service members living in substandard quar
ters and subsisting on welfare and food 
stamps, especially at the junior enlisted level. 
The men and women of the our Nation's 
armed services deser.ve to have, at the very 
least, a decent home and enough money to 
feed their families. Our priorities need to be 
shifted from funding redundancy in weapon 
systems to taking better care of our personnel 
and their families. 

During the past year, my staff w~s able to 
tour many of the military facilities in the State 
of Hawaii. They were appalled to find that the 
condition of many of the military housing 
projects would not meet code and were in vio
lation of EPA standards. The base officials in
dicated that the funding for operations and 
maintenance did not allow them to make re
pairs or respond to environmental concerns as 
required. We have made tremendous invest
ments in these facilities without providing the 
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funding to maintain them. Our personnel need 
to become a priority. For this reason, I am 
very pleased to see that the committees have 
approved funding for military family housing in 
Hawaii in excess of the DOD request. 

As we draw down our forces, I am also trou
bled by the substantial cut in the number of 
Reserve and Guard personnel. I believe that 
we may be cutting this resource too far, too 
fast. The Reserve and Guard forces provide 
us with a cost effective response to future 
contingencies. 

Finally, from a global perspective, consoli
dating our military bases overseas also merits 
closer scrutiny. I am especially troubled by the 
situation in Okinawa, Japan. Okinawa, a pre
fecture of Japan, makes up less than 1 per
cent of the total land mass of Japan, but hosts 
more than 75 percent of all United States mili
tary bases in Japan. The people of Okinawa 
have spoken through my constituents in Ha
waii to inform me of their predicament. Al
though they do not oppose U.S. forces being 
there, they are in dire need of land to develop 
their economy. For over 50 years, the people 
of Okinawa have been tolerant hosts. 

I believe that the report requested of the 
Secretary of Defense in this bill will shed 
some light on the circumstances in Okinawa. 
Through this report, the DOD should see that 
certain key land areas remain underutilized, 
and that training missions such as the live-fir
ing range which currently utilizes live ammuni
tion to shoot over a densely populated village 
are hazardous to the health and well-being of 
the people in the neighboring community and 
should be relocated. If it would not be allowed 
in our neighborhoods, we should not be ex
ploiting the goodwill of other countries. While 
I understand that action of this type requires 
negotiation with the Government of Japan, I 
do not see that as a obstruction. Military lead
ers in the area have assured me that some of 
the concerns of the Okinawan community can 
be alleviated without jeopardizing troop readi
ness or strategic objectives. 

I also extend my gratitude to the staff of the 
House Armed Services Committee for their 
professionalism in assisting Members with the 
sundry provisions and initiatives that have 
come before them in the process of drafting 
this measure. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues as we continue down the road 
of redefining our military force structure and its 
changing role in the post-cold-war era. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the conference report on S. 2182, 
the fiscal year 1995 Defense authorization bill. 
This legislation contains an important provision 
to limit spending on the Nation's two existing 
Seawo/f submarines. Representative TIM 
PENNY of Minnesota and I authored similar 
legislation which passed the House as part of 
the first en bloc amendment offered to the 
House version of the legislation before us. 

This legislation is vitally important given the 
recent developments in the Seawolf program. 
When TIM PENNY and I drafted and passed 
our cost cap, the estimated cost of these ves
sels was $4.673 billion, an amount over $330 
million above what these vesselS'"were origi
nally expected to cost. Shortly after passage 
of our legislation, however, Navy Secretary 
Dalton revealed in a letter to Senator JOHN 
McCAIN that the cost had gone up an addi-

tional $120 million, to $4.799 billion. This lat
est cost overrun-just one of the many prob
lems which have practically defined the 
Seawolf program-will result in further gouging 
cuts in the budgets of important defense pro
grams both inside and outside the Navy which 
find themselves today in tight budget straits. In 
an era of deep and increasing defense cuts, 
we cannot afford runaway programs like the 
Sea wolf. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere hope that the 
legislation contained in the conference report 
will send a clear message to the Navy and the 
contractors involved in the Seawolf program 
that they need to improve their performance. If 
not, they will most certainly face additional 
interventions from Congress in the future. 

I thank Chairman DELLUMS and Ranking 
Member SPENCE for their support of the Por
ter-Penny legislation and thank Representative 
PENNY for his leadership as well. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sup
port the conference report on S. 2182, the fis
cal year 1995 Defense authorization bill. 

This conference agreement authorizes $264 
billion for programs and weapons systems es
sential to our Nation's defense. In addition, it 
authorizes 2.6-percent military personnel pay 
increase, and directs the Department of De
fense to establish programs for veterans suf
fering from the Persian Gulf syndrome. 

However, it is disappointing that the con
ferees did not include a Senate-passed provi
sion authorizing an additional $150 million to 
maintain the B-2 production line through fiscal 
year 1995. 

The dismantling of the B-2 industrial base 
would leave the United States without strate
gic bomber production capability for the first 
time in 70 years. If for some unforeseen rea
son the United States would need to restart its 
bomber production, it would require billions of 
dollars to rebuild. 

An ongoing study, requested by Congress, 
to determine the future role of land-based 
bombers should be completed early next year 
by the Commission on Roles and Missions. By. 
preserving the production line for 1 additional 
year, Congress would be able to make a bet
ter informed decision regarding the B-2 indus
trial base. 

Should the study find that it is in our Na
tion's interests to maintain the B-2 production, 
it is my hope that Congress will revisit this 
issue next year. 

While I support passage of the fiscal year 
1995 Defense authorization conference report, 
I do not support the exclusion of the $150 mil
lion proposed by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
provisions of the conference agreement au
thorizes $100 million for the reactivation of the 
Ai~ Force's SR-71 surveillance aircraft. The 
conferees from the Intelligence Committee op
posed this provision which represents, in my 
judgment, an unwise use of resources which 
will not address reconnaissance deficiencies, 
but may lengthen the time needed to develop 
the systems which can. 

Nearly 5 years ago, a decision \\'.as made 
by the Congress and the Department of De
fense to terminate the SR-71 program. This 
decision was based on the realization that, 
while the aircraft was capable of providing 

coverage of a wide geographical area in good 
weather, the information collected could not be 
transmitted quickly to those who needed it. 
Commitments were made to develop succes
sor systems which are to combine all-weather 
broad area coverage with the ability to both 
stay over a target for an extended period of 
time and relay images to the ground imme
diately. Regrettably, an adequate level of sup
port for the successor systems was not pro
vided when needed, ironically as a result of 
actions taken by some who now argue strong
ly that the SR-71 needs to be brought back to 
bridge the gap those actions created. Delays 
in fielding those systems have resulted but are 
now being addressed. The fact remains, how
ever, that the limitations which led to the re
tirement of the SR-71 remain, which perhaps 
explains why the aircraft was not reactivated 
for the gulf war, and why officials at the De
partment of Defense do not support its reac
tivation now. 

The $100 million authorized by the con
ference report is a victory for nostalgia but will 
not provide a reconnaissance platform capable 
of responding to either current or anticipated 
intelligence needs. As pressure is applied to 
meet the high maintenance costs associated 
with the SR-71 and upgrade its sensors, more 
and more funds will be diverted from the de
velopment and procurement of the satellites 
and unmanned aerial vehicles which represent 
the future of airborne reconnaissance. In a 
time of severe budgetary constraints, it does 
not make sense to spend money on programs 
which have so clearly outlived their useful
ness. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, while I remain 
concerned about the future of our Armed 
Forces, I rise in support of the fiscal year 1995 
defense authorization conference report. 

The strategy drawn from the Pentagon's 
1993 Bottom-Up Review envisioned a much 
smaller military than the one that existed at 
the end of the cold war. However, many of us 
in this body, on both sides of the aisle, have 
serious concerns that the force structure out
lined in the Bottom-Up Review is not sufficient 
to deal with two simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. Moreover, there is increasing evi
dence that the Bottom-Up Review force struc
ture is underfunded. If so, then this seriously 
threatens the readiness and capability of our 
Armed Forces. · 

Yet, there is one thing that we can all agree 
on-that our military, regardless of its size, 
should be the best trained and equipped one 
that this country can field. The finest fighting 
force in the world requires nothing less, and 
the security of our Nation depends on it. 

I support this conference report because it 
includes two key programs that are essential 
not just to national security but to the State of 
Maine as well. 

Two of our military's premier weapons sys
tems are made in Maine-the Aegis destroyer 
by Bath Iron Works in Bath, and the Mk-19 
grenade machine gun by Saco Defense in 
Saco, ME. These two systems represent the 
best in Maine quality and craftsmanship, and 
they are vital to ensuring that our forces retain 
their technological superiority. 

This conference report authorizes the pro
curement and construction of three new 
Arleigh Burke-class Aegis destroyers. The 
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Navy plans to build more than 50 of these ver
satile warships which will be the backbone of 
our Navy's surface combatant fleet well into 
the next century. 

The decline of the Soviet threat has created 
a dangerous and widespread misperception of 
an equally declining global threat. But the 
post-cold-war world is turning out to be one of 
great instability with numerous potential 
threats to our national interests. The men and 
women of our Navy will be asked to go in 
harms way to face those threats, and they de
serve to be on the most modern and capable 
ship that we can build. 

Bath Iron Works [BIW], with approximately 
8,700 workers, is the largest private employer 
in the State of Maine and it is only one of two 
shipyards in the country capable of building 
these extremely sophisticated warships. These 
Aegis destroyers are not only important to our 
national security, they are crucial to BIW's 
economic security. 

The construction of these destroyers is also 
vital to the health of our Nation's surface ship
building industrial base. As we struggle to help 
our private shipyards become competitive 
again in the world commercial shipbuilding 
market, the continued production of these 
Aegis destroyers ensures that we will preserve 
our critical shipbuilding skills. 

In short, there is not only a national security 
need for these Aegis destroyers, there is a 
long-term economic need as well. 

The same can be said for the Mk-19 gre
nade machine gun. The Mk-19 machine gun 
system has demonstrated its unsurpassed ca
pability in Operation Desert Storm and during 
the U.S. deployment to Somalia. There is no 
other weapons system like it in the world. The 
Mk-19's unmatched versatility permits it to be 
mounted on a wide variety of Army vehicles, 
thus significantly enhancing a unit's combat 
capability. 

Saco Defense makes the Mk-19, and it has 
about 400 employees. Saco Defense is also a 
world leader in its field. 

This conference report recognizes the con
tribution the Mk-19 makes to modernization 
and readiness of our ground forces and it ac
knowledges the importance of preserving our 
small arms industrial base. 

Earlier this year, an independent assess
ment panel of the Army Science Board com
pleted a report entitled "Preservation of Criti
cal Elements of the Small Arms Industrial 
Base." That report compared the U.S. Army's 
small arms inventory to the requirements ex
pressed in the Army acquisition objectives and 
noted some serious shortages in four types of 
small arms. 

One of these was the Mk-19 machine gun. 
The Army Science Board's report noted that 
the end State shortage of Mk-19's will be ap
proximately 13,000 after completion of the 
planned procurements. This serious shortfall 
strongly suggested that the administration's 
fiscal year 1995 request for Mk-19's be re
evaluated and revised. I am pleased that Con
gress has validated the importance of the Mk-
19, and has revised the administration's re
quest accordingly. our soldiers want and need 
the Mk-19, because they know that it could 
mean the difference between defeat and vic
tory on some future battlefield. And Maine's 
workers need the jobs that these Mk-19's rep
resent. 

It is our responsibility as Members of Con
gress to ensure that when our military forces 
are deployed overseas that they are ade
quately trained and equipped. It is imperative 
that we ensure that these forces are as com
bat-capable as possible. I urge all of my col
leagues to support this conference report. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, I want to ex
press my sincere disappointment that the con
ferees of this legislation did not keep the 
Mccloskey-Gilman language to unilaterally lift 
the arms embargo on Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

My colleagues, when this bill was sent to 
conference last June, the House had over
whelmingly supported requiring the President 
to end this embargo unilaterally by a vote of 
244-178. Since that time, it has become evi
dent that the Bosnian-Serbs are far from stop
ping their campaign of ethnic cleansing and 
human rights abuses. Need I remind my col
leagues that these same Bosnian-Serb mili
tants continue to kill and terrorize innocent citi
zens in Sarajevo on a daily basis. Meanwhile, 
any hopes for a peaceful settlement by the 
contact group have also been summarily re
jected by these militant thugs. 

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the con
ferees of the Defense appropriations bill-
which contains a provision to unilaterally termi
nate the embargo by November 15 regardless 
of any action taken by the U.N. Security Coun
cil, the Clinton administration, or the Serbs
will follow the clear will of Congress on this 
issue. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I want to call at
tention to title XXXIV of the conference agree
ment on the National Defense Authorization 
Act for 1995. That title, by repealing the Civil 
Defense Act of 1950 and placing its authorities 
in the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act, transfers jurisdic
tion over the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency civil defense program from the House 
Committee on Armed Services to the House 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

That transfer, initiated by the House Armed 
Services Committee, means that effective for 
fiscal year 1995 the Public Works and Trans
portation Committee will have both legislative 
jurisdiction and oversight authority over the 
civil defense program for purposes of rule X, 
clause 1 of the Standing Rules of the House 
of Representatives. Thus, all bills dealing with 
this issue will be referred to our committee ex
clusively. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend Chairman 
DELLUMS for taking the initiative on this matter 
and for acknowledging our Committee's new 
role in the future (see Committee Rept. 103-
499, pp. 382-383). The conference agreement 
confirms this and programmatically, given our 
Committee's current jurisdiction over FEMA's 
activities, such a transfer makes sense. 

Lastly, we will be working with the Armed 
Services Committee, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, the National Security Coun
cil, and the Committee on the Budget to en
sure that OMB transfers the non-defense-Le., 
civil defense-portions of the FEMA budget 
out of the 050 budget function and into the ap
propriate budget account. Again, I thank the 
distinguished Chair of the Armed Services 
Committee, Congressman DELLUMS, and the 

conferees for their favorable resolution of this 
issue. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Speaker, I have de
cided, with some reservations, to vote for this 
defense bill. It contains much that is important 
to the readiness and fighting ability of our 
Armed Forces. Our troops need these funds, 
and it is crucial that we move forward with this 
legislation. 

But I am also here to issue a warning. We 
must take the actions necessary to preserve a 
strong defense. We must not cut too far, too 
fast. 

As we all know, the Bottom Up Review sim
ply does not have enough money to support 
its forces. Estimates place this shortfall at a 
minimum of $20 billion over 4 years. 

Meanwhile, we continue the practice of 
front-loading, filling our defense plans with 
weapons systems without providing sufficient 
money to procure them when they mature. 

And we continue to use the operations and 
maintenance budget as a cash-cow for every
thing from budget shortfalls to disaster relief. 
These extraneous activities are already under
mining the readiness and combat ability of our 
forces. 

We cannot cut more from our defense budg
et if we want to preserve a high-quality mili
tary. In fact, I predict that we will soon begin 
expanding the administration's defense budget 
requests in Congress rather than reducing 
them. 

Make no mistake: we are reaching the end 
of the rope on military readiness, quality, and 
modernization. As a moderate Democrat com
mitted to a strong defense, I have to be clear 
in my commitment that I will not support future 
defense bills that continue the present trend of 
defense cuts. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, it is a great privi
lege to serve with Chairman DELLUMS on the 
House Armed Services Committee and I com
mend his visionary leadership as we move 
into the next century. 

This conference report continues the recon
figuration of national security spending prior
ities called for in the post-cold-war era. There 
is, however, much more we can do to orient 
ourselves toward this changed reality. I remain 
concerned that we have not made the nec
essary adjustments in force structure and ac
quisition programs to enable us to respond to 
today's priorities. I look forward to addressing 
these issues in the coming years. 

I was successful in my effort to require Nu
clear Weapons Council approval of DOE 
study, development, production, and retire
ment of nuclear warheads and an annual re
port of those activities to Congress. This will 
end DOE's authority to unilaterally initiate this 
R&D and will put more sunshine on these ac
tivities. 

I am very supportive of the enhancements 
made to the independent Roles and Missions 
Commission that was established last year. In 
their work through the coming year, I am 
hopeful they will make a comprehensive new 
analysis that we can use in our policymaking 
for today's realities, rather than relying on 
those developed for yesteryear. 

One of my priorities this year has been to 
make sure we get the airlift we need at a price 
we can afford. The sense of Congress lan
guage in this bill regarding the importance of 
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maintaining our aggregate airlift capacity 
should be made mandatory next year since 
our current plan to rely on a C-17-only pro
curement strategy will cause an airlift deficit 
for several years as we retire our core airlifter, 
the C-141. 

I have been a strong supporter of efforts to
ward a comprehensive test ban and was 
pleased to see the House's language included 
in this bill urging the Conference on Disar
mament to make all possible progress toward 
a CTB. 

International peacekeeping is one key way 
to share the costs of defense and makes a 
great deal of sense if the United States does 
not want to play the role of top cop. If we en
gage in more international cooperation, we 
should be able to lower our defense costs. I 
am disappointed that House conferees refused 
to include any of the Senate's $300 million 
funding for peacekeeping. 

Representatives FRANK, SHAYS, and UPTON 
and I sponsored an amendment in the House 
requiring increased burdensharing by our Eu
ropean allies that would have saved $5 to $10 
billion over 5 years. The vote in the House 
was 268-144, yet this bill only states the goal 
that NATO allies pay 37.5 percent of non
personnel costs of U.S. presence there by the 
end of fiscal year 1996. According to DOD's 
calculations, they pay 36 percent now al
though their actual cash contributions are only 
4 to 6 percent. The U.S. taxpayers are not 
being well-served by this massive subsidy to 
nations whose economies are, in many cases, 
healthier than our own. 

The commercial derivative aircraft pilot pro
gram included in the bill is important in order 
to pursue the policy of acquiring nondevel
opmental airlift aircraft that is so vital to main
taining adequate airlift. Keeping the cap on the 
B-2 program at 20 planes as this bill does 
makes sense, as does putting aside money to 
study future bomber needs. 

Two other prudent steps taken include pro
hibiting the backfit of Trident II missiles into 
submarines currently carrying Trident I mis
siles and a reduction in funding from the ad
ministration request for ballistic missile de
fense. 

The language I offered authorizing funding 
for a battlefield surgical tissue replacement 
technology was included; this holds tremen
dous promise for civilian medical applications 
as well, in cases of trauma wounds. 

I am very excited about the potential for 
sharing with the Department of Justice the 
nonlethal technologies that have been devel
oped by the Department of Defense. Support 
for that cooperation is contained in this bill. 
Law enforcement officials in my district found 
it very helpful to learn about those tech
nologies at an event I sponsored there earlier 
this year where representatives of the Depart
ments of Defense and Justice demonstrated 
some of these items. 

There is substantial funding for advanced li
thography in the bill even though it was re
duced from the House-passed level. This suc
cessful cooperation with our private semi
conductor industry has helped us regain our 
competitiveness in the world marketplace. 

Our highly capable National Guard was 
given authority to serve medically underserved 
areas and a communication and electronics 

training facility at Camp Rilea in my district 
was funded. 

I was pleased to see my request included 
for the Marine Environmental Research and 
Training Station. It will provide educational and 
training opportunities in environmental, marine 
industrial, and maritime studies to help foster 
regional economic prosperity and environ
mental integrity. 

Funding at near the request level was in
cluded for environmental restoration and 
waste management activities at DOE defense 
sites. We have a responsibility to clear up 
after the excesses of the nuclear age. 

I was particularly pleased that my amend
ments were included reauthorizing the Hanford 
Health Information Network and prohibiting 
disclosure of information gathered by the net
work. 

I requested language that is in this bill fund
ing market diversification feasibility studies, re
quiring notice for employees related to ad
verse budget actions, directing the Secretary 
to encourage greater participation in the tech
nology reinvestment project by labor organiza
tions, and requiring the Secretary to ensure 
that job creation resulting from TAP awards 
accrue to the U.S. economy. I also assisted in 
gaining loan guarantee assistance for small
and medium-sized defense firms to engage in 
dual use technologies. 

I cosponsored legislation that was included 
in the bill assuring equity between military and 
civilian retirees as to when they receive their 
cost-of-living-adjustments. This restores de
served fairness. 

The deadline was extended for a health 
maintenance organization-type program to be 
considered under the CHAMPUS reform initia
tive and several actions were taken to improve 
DOD's medical treatment of Persian Gulf war 
veterans. 

Funding was added for the Defense Wom
en's Health Program that we established last 
year. I cosponsored legislation that supports 
this bill's authorization on a reimbursable basis 
construction of the Women in Military Service 
for America Memorial. Programs on discrimi
nation and sexual harassment are enhanced 
by this bill. As was demonstrated in this year's 
hearing with victims of sexual harassment, it is 
imperative that we strengthen those programs; 
we are losing too many outstanding members 
of our military forces. 

Finally, we did two helpful things for families 
of Korea/cold war missing. A single point of 
contact within the Defense POW/MIA Office 
was established and policies for Vietnam era 
POW/MIA's regarding information disclosure 
were extended to Korea/cold war missing. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the con
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HASTINGS). The question is on the con
ference report. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 280, nays 
137, not voting 17, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus <FL) 
Baesler 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bateman 
Be1lenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (GA> 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
F1lner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 

[Roll No. 404) 

YEAS-280 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
H1lllard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT> 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorsk1 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoll 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 

McKeon 
McKinney 
McM1llan 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mt ca 
Mlller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Neal <NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Qu1llen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowsk1 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmelster 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Slsisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Sn owe 
Spratt 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
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Swett Torres Waters 
Swtft Torrlcell1 Watt 
Synar Towns Weldon 
Tanner Traflcant Wheat 
Tauzin Tucker W1lllams 
Taylor (MS) Unsoeld WU son 
Tejeda Upton Wise 
Thomas (CA) Valentine Wynn 
Thompson Velazquez Yates 
Thornton Visclosky 
Thurman Volkmer 

NAYS-137 
Allard Franks (NJ) Nussle 
Archer Gekas Packard 
Armey Gingrich Paxon 
Bachus (AL) Goodlatte Penny 
Baker (CA) Goodling Petri 
Baker (LA) Goss Pickett 
Ballenger Grandy Pombo 
Barca Gunderson Portman 
Barrett (WI) Hall(TX) Pryce (OH) 
Bartlett Hancock Ramstad 
Barton Hansen Roberts 
Bentley Hefley Rogers 
B111rakis Herger Rohrabacher 
Boehlert Hoekstra Ros-Lehtinen 
Boehner Hufftngton Roth 
Bon1lla Hunter Roukema 
Bunning Hutchinson Royce 
Burton Inglis Sanders 
Buyer Johnson, Sam Saxton 
Callahan Johnston Schaefer 
Camp Kasi ch Schiff 
Clinger King Schroeder 
Coble Kingston Sensenbrenner 
ColUns (IL) Klug Shaw 
Combest Knollenberg Shays 
Condit Kolbe Smith(TX) 
Conyers Kyl Solomon 
Crane Leach Stark 
Crapo Levy Stearns 
DeFazlo Lewis (FL) Stump 
De Lay Lightfoot Talent 
Dlaz-Balart Linder Taylor(NC) 
Dickey Maloney Thomas (WY) 
Doolittle Margolies- Torkildsen 
Dornan Mezvinsky Vento 
Dreier McCandless Vucanovich 
Duncan McColl um Walker 
Dunn McCrery Walsh 
Edwards <CA) McHugh Waxman 
Ehlers Mclnnis Wolf 
Emerson McNulty Woolsey 
Ewing Meyers Wyden 
Fawell M1ller(FL) Young (AK) 
Fields (TX) Minge Young (FL) 
Frank <MA) Molinari Zeliff 
Franks (CT) Nadler Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--17 
Becerra Lantos Slattery 
Cox McDade Spence 
Derrick Michel Sundquist 
Flake Moran Washington 
Gallo Quinn Whitten 
Grams Reynolds 

D 1754 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Quinn for, with Mr. Grams against. 

. Mrs. ROUKEMA and Mr. GUNDER
SON changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan changed his 
vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

DIRECTING SECRETARY OF THE 
SENATE TO MAKE CORRECTIONS 
IN ENROLLMENT OF S. 2182, NA
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 285) 
directing the Secretary of the Senate 
to make technical corrections in the 
enrollment of S. 2182, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I shall not object 
and I yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS], chairman of the 
committee, for an explanation of the 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

By way of explanation, section 3136, 
as passed by the House would have pre
vented the Department of Energy from 
spending more than 50 percent of its 
program direction funds for Environ
mental Restoration and Waste Manage
ment until DOE had submitted to Con
gress the three reports comprising 
DOE's environmental baseline. Since 
these reports are due to Congress by 
March 31, 1995, if DOE delivered the re
ports on time, this fence on DOE's pro
gram direction funds would have had 
no actual effect. 

The Senate bill contained no similar 
provision, Mr. Speaker. 

In conference, the Senate and House 
agreed to reduce the fence on DOE's 
program funds from 50 to 20 percent. 
However, while the Statement of Man
agers, language reflects this intent, the 
language of section 3136 itself prohibits 
DOE from spending more than 20 per
cent of its program direction funds 
until it has submitted the reports. 
What it should say, and what the cor
recting enrollment does say, is that 
DOE shall not expend more than 80 per
cent of its program direction funds 
until submitting the reports. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his explanation. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 285 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring) , That in the enrollment of 
the bill (S. 2182) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense programs of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, the 

Secretary of the Senate shall make the fol
lowing corrections: 

(1) In section 3136, strike out "20 percent" 
and insert in lieu thereof "80 percent". 

(2) Amend the title so as to read: "An Act 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1995 for military activities of the Depart
ment of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the Department 
of Energy, to prescribe personnel strengths 
for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes.". 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate bill. S. 2182, and the conference 
report thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 4603, DEPARTMENTS OF 
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND 
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA
TIONS ACT, 1995, AND FISCAL 
YEAR 1994 SUPPLEMENTAL AP
PROPRIATIONS 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-709) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 523) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac
company the bill (H.R. 4603) making 
appropriations for the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju
diciary, and related agencies programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and making supplemental appro
priations for these departments and 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending 
business is the question of the Speak
er's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 228, noes 154, 
not voting 52, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevm 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Gana 
Deal 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
GU Im or 
G1lman 
Glickman 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
B111rakis 

[Roll No. 405] 

AYES-228 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
H1lliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
M1ller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

NOES-154 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon ma 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Clay 
Clayton 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne <VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torrtcell1 
Traf1cant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Wheat 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 

Clinger 
Coble 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
DeFazio 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
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Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 

Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Becerra 
Blackwell 
Brown (CA) 
Canady 
Coleman 
Coyne 
Derrick 
Edwards (CA) 
Fish 
Flake 
Ford (MI) 
Gallo 
GeJdenson 
Grams 
Green 

Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McM1llan 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Molinari 
Morella 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Qu1llen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young <FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--52 
Hall(OH) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Johnson (SD) 
Kleczka 
Lantos 
Livingston 
McCurdy 
McDade 
Michel 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Petri 
Quinn 

D 1822 

Reynolds 
Sangmeister 
Schaefer 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Smith(OR) 
Spence 
Sundquist 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waxman 
Whitten 
Williams 
Yates 

Mr. GILCHREST and Mr. KIM 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 140 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have my name 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 140. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
FARR of California). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There' was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10', 1994, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog
nized for 5 minutes each. 

SENTELLE PANEL FAILED TO 
MEET ITS OWN STANDARD TO 
ACT IMPARTIALLY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
I sent a letter to Chief Justice 
Rehnquist asking that a new panel be 
appointed to determine whether the 
Sentelle panel, first, met its own "per
ceptions standard" by removing Spe
cial Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr., and 
appointing Kenneth W. Starr and, sec
ond, whether the judicial function of 
the panel has been tainted by political 
influence. 

Mr. Speaker, when the three judge 
panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals re
placed Fiske with Kenneth W. Starr it 
stated that it was not their "intent to 
impugn the integrity of the Attorney 
General's appointee, but rather to re
flect the intent of the act that the 
actor be protected against perceptions 
of conflict. (T)he court therefore deems 
it in the best interest of the appear
ance of independence contemplated by 
the act that a person not affiliated 
with the incumbent administration be 
appointed.'' 

Notwithstanding their own stated 
purpose for removing Mr. Fiske, the 
Sentelle panel has failed to meet its 
own standard and to act impartially. 

In fact, they appointed an opponent 
of the incumbent administration. 

At a minimum, the objective of in
stilling public confidence in .the proc
ess by avoiding any appearance of par
tiality has not been achieved. At worst, 
it could be concluded that partisan pol
itics played a significant role in the 
panel's decision. 

Mr. Speaker, the Independent Coun
sel Act was enacted over 15 years ago 
in the wake of Watergate, following 
revelations of abuses and illegal activ
ity by Nixon administration officials. 
The stated purpose of Congress was to 
establish a statutory scheme by which 
a special prosecutor outside the De
partment of Justice could be appointed 
to investigate and, if necessary, pros
ecute violations of criminal law by 
high-ranking executive branch offi
cials. What was sought was a person 
free from divided loyalties and of ac
tual and perceived conflicts of interest. 

A second point and just as important, 
Mr. Speaker, is that the law estab
lished a process by which a rather 
unique legal entity-a three judge 
panel-would be set up with the sole 
function of selecting the independent 
counsel. It is arguable that the process 
is as important, if not more so, than 
the individual who is selected to serve 
as independent counsel. 

For, it is that panel which is en
trusted with, First, ensuring that pub
lic confidence is maintained; second, 
insulating the decision from political 
influence; third, making an unbiased 
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judgment as to who can best carry out 
the mandate of the law fairly; and fi
nally with fourth, acting with judi
ciousness. 

The appointment of the three-judge 
panel was a further safeguard to make 
sure that, First, the public officials 
who are investigated are treated equal
ly and fairly under the law and second, 
that the investigations of public offi
cials be done by an individual whose 
judgment would inspire public con
fidence. 

It almost goes without saying that 
even though the Sentelle panel is a 
rather unique creature of law, it is sub
ject to the rules of judicial conduct 
governing officials of the court. 

For example, statutory mandates and 
ethical guidelines require judges to 
recuse themselves from participation 
in cases where they may have special 
relationships with the parties or issues 
in a given case-or where there is a 
real or even apparent conflict of inter
est. It is not so much an act of ques
tioning the integrity of the judge, as it 
is a matter of enhancing the public's 
confidence in the integrity of the deci
sion. 

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, it was for this 
purpose that the Sentelle panel stated 
that it was removing Mr. Fiske and in
stalling Mr. Starr. Yet, we know that 
very serious questions have been raised 
about contacts that occurred between 
Judge Sentelle and Senator FAIRCLOTH, 
a leading critic of the administration 
and of Mr. Fiske, at a pivotal time dur
ing the panel's determination of who 
should serve as independent counsel. 

Mr. Speaker, Bruce Fein, a conserv
ative constitutional scholar who is no 
friend of President Clinton's, concluded 
in yesterday's Washington Times that 
"appearances are critical, especially in 
proceedings bristling with partisan 
ramifications. The Faircloth lunch, 
even if only trivialities were discussed, 
should have prompted Judge Sentelle's 
recusal." (Washington Times, August 
16, 1994) 

Mr. Speaker, in light of Mr. Starr's 
well-known political positions as well 
as the panel's means of selecting him, 
any conclusions that Mr. Starr may 
come up with will be questioned and 
the panel's stated intent to build con
fidence in the investigation will be un
dermined. 

Both the process and the newly inde
pendent counsel are engulfed in a cloud 
of suspicion and cannot meet the level 
of public trust that are critical to such 
an important legal mandate as inves
tigating the President of the United 
States. 

0 1830 

HEALTH CARE REFORM: GOOD FOR 
SENIORS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Washington [Mr. 
KREIDLER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr.· KREIDLER. Mr. Speaker, older 
Americans spend more today on heal th 
care, out of their own pockets, than 
they did before Medicare was enacted. 

That's an astonishing fact. It shows 
what the relentless growth in medical 
costs has done, over three decades, to 
seniors' pocketbooks. 

And it shows why senior citizens are 
so vitally concerned with the health 
care debate we will have on this floor. 
We must slow the inflation in health 
care costs for all Americans. And we 
must make sure every American has 
affordable coverage, guaranteed, with 
choice and quality. Senior citizens, 
who have worked all their lives, paid 
their taxes, and played by the rules, de
serve no less than the rest of us. 

The Guaranteed Heal th Insurance 
Act, which our Democratic leader DICK 
GEPHARDT has proposed, helps fill some 
of the biggest gaps in Medicare for our 
senior citizens: 

It adds coverage for prescription 
drugs. This is one of the most devastat
ing gaps in senior citizens' coverage 
today. Doctors can't treat patients ef
fectively if they can't afford the drugs 
the doctor prescribes. And too many 
seniors on fixed incomes must choose 
between daily medicine or daily means. 

It covers annual screening mammog
raphy for women over 65, to detect 
breast cancer so it can be treated 
early. Right now, Medicare only covers 
this procedure every 2 years. 

It covers colorectal screening to de
tect colon cancer. 

It improves mental health coverage. 
It eliminates the limit on lifetime 

hos pi taliza ti on. 
It will put a cap on how much seniors 

have to spend each year from their own 
pockets, a feature of many private in
surance plans which Medicare has not 
had. Seniors will know what's the most 
they might have to pay, and they can 
plan accordingly. 

It expands managed-care plans under 
Medicare, offering additional benefits 
to seniors with no additional cost. 

Finally, the Gephardt bill addresses 
the biggest worry for millions of fami
lies-long-term care. The bill includes 
a program of grants to States for 
home-and community-based long-term 
care services. It also sets standards for 
private long-term care insurance, so 
people can invest in this coverage with 
confidence and security. 

These are all important and long 
overdue improvements. They will bring 
Medicare up to the standard of the best 
private insurance plans. That's what 
older Americans need and deserve. 

But we ... 1so have to deal with the 
cost of Medicare. Senior citizens know, 
better than anyone else, that there's no 
free lunch. Medicare is the fastest
growing . program in the Federal budg
et. Heal th care inflation is eating up 
the family budget and the Federal 

budget. Unless we find a way to control 
this inflation, we will never make a 
dent in the Federal deficit, no matter 
how many programs we cut. 

That's why every health care bill on 
the table includes provisions to hold 
down future Medicare spending. The 
Gephardt bill reduces the rate of 
growth from 11 to 8 percent a year. 

What does that mean? Some people 
will tell you that it means seniors 
won't get the health care they need. 
That's baloney. 

Some people will tell you it's impos
sible to control health care costs-they 
just have to keep rising out of control, 
year after year. That's baloney too. If 
we can put the defense of our Nation, 
and the education of our children, on a 
budget, then we can put the health 
care system on a budget too. 

Finally, we hear some people talk 
about Government-run health care
the worst thing in the world, they tell 
us. Medicare is not perfect, but it pro
vides health security for people who 
worked hard, raised their families, and 
paid their dues. 

I don't know anyone who would pre
fer to go back to the days before Medi
care, not even those who voted against 
it 30 years ago. But I guess all those 
who complain about Government-run 
health -care are really saying they want 
to get rid of Medicare. 

All Americans will benefit from the 
Gephardt bill. But seniors will be real 
winners. The bill adds much-needed 
Medicare benefits. It controls costs, so 
seniors don't have to keep paying more 
and more out of their own pockets. And 
it provides security and peace of 
mind-not only that they will have 
medical care, but so will their children 
and their children's children. 

I'm proud to be on their side as this 
historic debate begins and I urge my 
colleagues to support the Gephardt 
bill. 

HAITI 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, at this time 
I would like to yield to the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. COX]. 

WHITEWATER INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I rise in response to remarks made by 
my Democratic colleague from Mary
land, who took to the floor to complain 
about the appointment of an independ
ent counsel to investigate Whitewater 
matters. I wonder, with issues of 
health care and crime weighing so 
heavily on the Chamber at the mo
ment, why it is that a Member would 
take time out to focus on Whitewater, 
to complain about the fact that it is 
being investigated by an independent 



22886 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 17, 1994 

counsel appointed by, not the Congress 
directly, but by judges, a panel of 
judges convened at the request of At
torney General Janet Reno under a law 
supported by the Clinton administra
tion and recently passed by the Demo
cratic Congress. 

I voted against the independent coun
sel law. I think the independent coun
sel law puts Congress and judges in the 
position of directing prosecutions, 
where we should not be. That is a vio
lation of our notion of separation of 
powers. But the independent counsel 
law was urged upon us by the Clinton 
administration, by Janet Reno, and by 
the Democrats that control the Con
gress. 

A three-judge panel was convened at 
the request of Janet Reno. Instead of 
leaving Mr. Fiske in his position, 
which would have been the result if 
Janet Reno had not requested that a 
three-judge panel be convened, they 
chose to appoint someone who did not 
have Mr. Fiske's conflict of interests. 

D 1840 
We know not only that Mr. Fiske was 

appointed by the Justice Department 
and that he had announced in recent 
weeks that his investigation was lead
ing into the Justice Department and 
the Justice Department's own involve
ment in Whitewater, but also that Mr. 
Fiske contributed to Democratic can
didates for Congress; that Mr. Fiske 
had a 20-year relationship with Bernie 
Nussbaum, the White House counsel 
who, himself, had to resign as part of 
the Whitewater matters; that Mr. 
Fiske's clients had, in fact, borrowed 
money from Bill Clinton's State agen
cy in Arkansas; and they had, in fact, 
sold land to the Whitewater Develop
ment Corp. 

Nobody seemed to complain about 
these rather obvious conflicts of inter
est at the time. But now that there is 
a truly independent counsel appointed 
by three judges, not by Janet Reno, we 
are told that this is a terrible thing. 

Who is this man Ken Starr? He was 
the Solicitor General of the United 
States. He was a judge of the U.S. 
Court of Appeals, approved unani
mously by the U.S. Senate. In fact, he 
was selected just very recently by 
Democrats and Republicans on the 
Senate Ethics Committee to handle the 
very politically sensitive matter of 
going through the Packwood diaries. 
He was on Janet Reno's short list to be 
the special counsel, the position to 
which she named Mr. Fiske. 

Why is it that we are hearing com
plaints that now, he is somehow a par
tisan figure? Perhaps it is because 
there is concern that a truly independ
ent counsel will get to the bottom of 
Whitewater. Perhaps there is some con
cern that the coverup in the House 
Whitewater hearings was not total and 
complete and that more of this might 
come out. 

I would hope that that is not the 
case, but it seems to me that it makes 
Congress look bad-and Congress al
ready looks bad in its handling of 
Whitewater-to have Members of the 
body take to the floor and complain 
about the independent counsel who is 
just now beginning his work when, 
after all, he was appointed at the be
hest of the Attorney General who con
vened this three-judge panel. 

Frankly, I have no idea whether Judge Starr 
will be a tiger or a pussycat. I do know that 
there is no member of the American bar with 
better legal credentials, and no member of the 
bar with a better reputation for fairmindedness 
and unimpeachable integrity-so much so that 
the Democratic and Republican members of 
the Senate Ethics Committee unanimously 
named him to the extraordinarily sensitive task 
of reviewing the Packwood diaries. I could go 
on at length about his credentials-a clerkship 
for the Chief Justice, partnerships in two na
tional law firms, the youngest judge ever ap
pointed to the D.C. Circuit, the Nation's sec
ond highest court. And I could go on about his 
character-his work for his church and for 
charities, his devotion to his family, the fact 
that after 15 years in Washington, and a 
longer time than that at the pinnacle of his 
profession, he is known as a man with no en
emies, and-until now-virtually no critics. 

But all that changed overnight when the 
court appointed Judge Starr to be the 
Whitewater independent counsel. Now we're 
told that Ken Starr is too partisan to serve be
cause he is a prominent Republican lawyer 
who has contributed to political campaigns. 
Sounds a lot like Leon Jaworski-or Bob 
Fiske, who is, as the Clinton administration 
has reminded us ad nauseam, a very promi
nent Republican. And Mr. Fiske has given 
money to several political campaigns as well
including Democratic campaigns for, among 
others, the Republican Senate seat in New 
Hampshire. And, like Judge Starr, Mr. Fiske 
served in a key post in the Justice Depart
ment, during the Carter administration. Bob 
Fiske has yet another similarity with Judge 
Starr: they both were on the short list for spe
cial counsel that Bill Clinton's attorney general, 
Janet Reno, put together in January. Judge 
Starr was nonpartisan enough for Janet Reno 
then; he is also nonpartisan enough for the Bill 
Clinton now. On Tuesday morning Lloyd Cut
ler said categorically that, and I quote, "We 
have no reason to doubt the fair-mindedness 
of Ken Starr." The administration has said, 
and again I'm quoting, 'The President does 
not think that Starr should step aside." And 
Mr. Fiske himself has publicly stated, "I can 
absolutely guarantee you nothing is endan
gered by the switch." Let me repeat that: Bob 
Fiske said that he could "absolutely guarantee 
you nothing is endangered" by Judge Starr's 
appointment. What do my Democratic col
leagues know that Bob Fiske, Janet Reno, 
Lloyd Cutler, and the Clinton White House 
don't know? Why are they being more royalist 
than the King? 

Then there is the court that appointed Judge 
Starr. Mr. Speaker, I'm no fan of the way the 
Ethics in Government Act provides for appoint
ing independent counsels, and I voted against 
the law in part on that basis. 

I think it is anomalous and in tension with 
the delicate balance created by our constitu
tional separation of powers. But the Clinton 
administration and the Democrats in Congress 
loved that law, and there was nothing about it 
they loved more than the way it allowed 
judges to pick the prosecutor. I could quote to 
you for hours from Democratic floor state
ments and committee reports calling that pro
vision the linchpin of the bill; it was statements 
like that which led the court to find that con
tinuing the Attorney General's appointee in of
fice as independent counsel was contrary to 
the fundamental purpose of the law. But as 
soon as they reached that decision-as soon 
as an independent court actually had the te
merity to appoint a truly, visibly independent 
prosecutor, the majority changed its mind. 

The cataract of vilification and uninformed 
abuse that has fallen on those judges, and on 
Judge Starr, is truly astounding. I will not try 
to answer every one of the laughable criti
cisms that have been made. I will only point 
out that the court that appointed Judge Starr 
was composed of both Democratic and Re
publican appointees, and that these judges 
unanimously agreed that Mr. Fiske needed to 
go, and that Judge Starr should replace him. 

The panel including Judge Butzner, ap
pointed by President Kennedy to the district 
court and by President Johnson to the court of 
appeals, who has also served with distinction 
on the Judicial Ethics Commission. And Judge 
Butzner is no potted plant: he dissented from 
his colleagues' ruling on the Walsh report. · 

The panel includes Judge Sneed, who 
taught at Texas, Cornell, Stanford, and Duke 
before being named to the Federal bench, 
where he has enjoyed an enviable reputation 
for scholarship and integrity. As for the chief 
judge of the panel, Judge Sentelle, who has 
been singled out for particularly offensive 
abuse, he has served as a Federal prosecu
tor, a State and Federal district court judge, 
and-like Judge Starr-a unanimously con
firmed judge of the D.C. Circuit, the second 
highest court in the land. I have a copy of the 
letter that the American Bar Association sent 
the Senate, unanimously attesting to Judge 
Sentelle's outstanding credentials for the 
bench. It is signed by Robert Fiske, who also 
joined in the ABA's endorsement of Ken Starr 
for the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals. 

The American people know why the Demo
cratic Party has launched an indiscriminate 
smear campaign against four distinguished 
judges of both parties. They are aware that 
this is nothing but well-poisoning-an effort to 
discredit, in advance, whatever evidence of 
misconduct the independent counsel may un
earth. It speaks volumes about my colleagues' 
confidence in their President that they feel this 
effort is needed. 

Mr. Speaker, I was asked on "Crossfire" the 
other night how I would feel if the shoe were 
on the other foot, and Jimmy Carter's Solicitor 
General had been appointed to serve as an 
independent counsel during the Reagan ad
ministration. I think it is a revealing parallel. 
There were Carter administration lawyers, as 
there are Bush administration lawyers, whose 
roles in Government involved an engagement 
in policy and politics that would make their ap
pointment as independent counsels inappropri
ate. The Solicitor General is not one of them. 
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The post has frequently been held by judges, 
or by people who went on to be judges. And 
it is known throughout the legal profe·ssion as 
a position of unique responsibility, untainted 
by partisanship. The Solicitor General during 
the Carter administration, the late Judge Wade 
Mccree, was, like Ken Starr, a widely re
spected Federal judge who resigned from the 
bench to serve in that post. Like Judge Starr, 
he was known for his fairmindedness. And I 
can attest, as one who served in the Reagan 
White House, that neither I nor anyone I knew 
in the administration would have said or be
lieved that such an appointment was inappro
priate, or anything other than a faithful execu
tion of the mandate of independence required 
by the law. I certainly do not believe that we 
would have unleashed against him, or the 
judges who appointed him, the shameful cam
paign of ill-informed abuse and invective that 
has been directed at Judge Kenneth Starr. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 10, 1994] 
STARR, FISKE MEET AS DEMOCRATS CONTINUE 

TO PROTEST APPOINTMENT 

(By Ruth Marcus) 
Kenneth W. Starr, the new independent 

counsel investigating Whitewater, met in 
Little Rock, Ark., yesterday with his prede
cessor, Robert B. Fiske Jr., as the Demo
cratic outcry over the appointment of a par
tisan Republican continued. 

As evidence that Starr's partisan ties 
make him a bad choice to investigate 
Whitewater, one Democratic activist yester
day cited Starr's Sl,000 contribution to a 
candidate for Texas lieutenan.t governor, Tex 
Lezar. Lezar has run "Whitewater update" 
radio spots criticizing the Clinton adminis
tration. 

In one spot, Lezar says Deputy Treasury 
Secretary Roger C. Altman should resign, 
saying he "is caught in the middle of an ap
parent coverup by the Clinton administra
tion." Lezar and Starr are longtime friends 
who worked together in the Reagan adminis
tration Justice Department before Starr was 
appointed to the federal appeals court here. 
Starr made his contribution to Lezar's cam
paign Feb. 14, before Lezar began the 
Whitewater attacks, and Lezar said yester
day he did not believe Starr was aware of the 
ads. James Carville, one of President Clin
ton's closest political advisers, yesterday 
called on Starr to withdraw from the inves
tigation. "I think he should never have been 
appointed," Carville said. 

Referring to federal appeals court Judge 
David B. Sentelle, who headed the panel that 
selected Starr, Carville said, "What is a po
litical protege of [Sen.] Jesse Helms [R-N.C.] 
doing appointing a potential senatorial can
didate to a position like that? * * * Partisan 
politics is driving this whole thing." Starr 
had considered running for the Republican 
Senate nomination in Virginia. One of the 
authors of the new independent counsel law 
yesterday called on Starr to withdraw or 
make a full disclosure of his political activi
ties to the court panel that appointed him 
Friday to investigate Clinton and 
Whitewater. 

Sen. Carl M. Levin (D-Mich.) said the panel 
should explain "why it is that they've con
cluded that all of these political activities 
on his [Starr's] part do not create the very 
type of appearance problem which caused 
them" to decide not to reappoint Fiske. 

Fiske had been named special counsel by 
Attorney General Janet Reno when the ear
lier independent counsel law expired. After 
the law was revived, Reno asked the court to 

reappoint Fiske under the law, but the court 
declined, citing the need for the "appearance 
of independence" in an independent counsel. 

Another Democrat, Sen. Patrick J. Leahy 
(Vt.), said Starr should pledge not to enter 
electoral politics or to accept a political ap
pointment after serving as independent 
counsel. "Here's a man who is talking about 
running for the U.S. Senate, who has always 
been named as a potential [Supreme Court] 
appointee if there's a Republican administra
tion, and I think that if he's going to take 
this he ought to make it very clear that in 
doing so he's forgoing political ambitions." 

Levin and the chief House sponsor of the 
independent counsel legislation, Rep. Barney 
Frank (D-Mass.), said they believed letters 
to the special panel that appoints independ
ent counsels should be public record. 

A group of Republican House members and 
a conservative group headed by one of Clin
ton's chief political opponents wrote the 
court to urge that Fiske not be reappointed. 
But there is no indication of the letters in 
the court file on the case, which contains 
only the four-page ruling naming Starr. 
Under the independent counsel law, no infor
mation about a case is released unless or
dered by the special court in charge of ap
pointing the counsels. The appeals court 
clerk, Ron Garvin, said Monday he was un
aware of any letters. Through a spokes
woman, Sentelle declined to make public 
any letters sent to the court. "The general 
rule should be that if they're read they 
should be made part of the public record," 
Levin said of the letters. 

"This is a public matter," Frank said. 
"This isn't some private deal between these 
wackos and the judges * * *. This is a pend
ing case. I don't think you should be able to 
write secret letters to judges about pending 
matters." Frank said he did not believe 
Starr should step aside from the case. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I was going 
to speak about Haiti. I thought that it 
was very important that that timely 
response in response to the distin
guished gentleman from Maryland be 
made. 

The situation in Haiti is still ter
rible. We are now having a situation of 
rebellion going on in Guantanamo, dis
orders. We have the military police of
ficers; 20 of them have been hurt in a 
melee down there. We have economic 
refugees asking to be taken back to 
Haiti. We have got asylees in Haiti try
ing to get out of harm's way. They can
not because of the sanctions that we 
have put on in that country. 

We have taken a bad situation, and 
we have made it worse for true politi
cal asylees. We have made it worse for 
all Haitians, and we have certainly 
made it worse for the refugee problems 
which is now basically concentrated in 
a very miserable situation in Guanta
namo. 

I wish I could stand here and say we 
did not predict this, but we did predict 
this. This is a very bad policy. And we 
have got now the next potential com
ing up of this invasion which today's 
Washington Post said, "U.S. officials 
acknowledge that an invasion would be 
staged almost exclusively by U.S. 
troops." 

That is absurd. There is no consensus 
for such an invasion. Even the United 
Nations is now trying to negotiate and 
sending an envoy to Haiti to negotiate 
a peaceful solution to the problem. 
This is the same United Nations that 
authorized anything we need to do to 
solve the problem in Haiti at our be
hest, at the United States behest so we 
could justify an invasion. Things are 
coming apart fast. We need a new pol
icy in Hai ti. 

MIDDLE-INCOME AMERICA: PAY
ING MORE FOR LESS UNDER 
CLINTON-GEPHARDT HEALTH 
BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. EVERET!'] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Clinton is now trying to dupe the 
American people into believing that 
the real group to benefit from the Clin
ton-Gephardt health plan are middle
income Americans. Sounds familiar
doesn't it-I believe candidate Clinton 
made a similar pledge about taxes. 

In truth, the Clinton-Gephardt bill is 
a bad deal. Middle-income Americans 
will pay more for less. Let me repeat 
that; middle-income Americans would 
pay more money for less coverage 
under Clinton-Gephardt. 

Mr. Speaker, if a businessowner 
wants to be successful and make a prof
it, he will offer his customer more 
goods or services at a lower price than 
his competitors. 

But, unlike the real world, the Presi
dent thinks he can fool the American 
people into paying more for less care. 
Apparently, Mr. Clinton missed the 
class on basic economics when he was 
at Oxford. 

But, isn't this the same President 
who promised middle-income Ameri
cans a tax cut and then gave America 
the greatest tax increase in history? 
That's called a bait and switch. Let's 
take a closer look, 

Under a Clinton-Gephardt system, 
middle-income Americans would be 
forced to buy a Government-sanctioned 
health care plan, regardless of whether 
they like their current policy or not. 

These families would also be required 
to purchase benefits, many of them 
quite expensive such as drug and alco
hol rehabilitation or abortion benefits, 
that they may not need or want. 

Under global budgets and spending 
caps, there will be a tremendous 
amount of cost-shifting away from 
Medicare and Medicaid-eligible pa
tients to those who have private insur
ance-hospitals and other providers 
will have little choice. The current 
Medicare reimbursement rate is on the 
average about 59 percent of what pri
vate insurers pay for the same proce
dures or treatment. In view of the 
funding limits and cuts in Medicare 
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spelled out in the bill, the disparity in 
reimbursement rates will only widen. 
The bottom line is that middle-income 
Americans will pay the toll through 
higher premiums, higher taxes, and 
less care. 

Mr. Speaker, this entire discussion 
could really be boiled down to one sim
ple question, "Who pays?" 

Who pays for creating Medicare part 
C which will expand the total number 
of Medicare-eligible individuals to 
roughly half the entire population? 

Who pays for the approximately $170 
billion a year in low-income subsidies 
provided for in this bill? 

Who pays the 2 percent on heal th in
surance premiums? 

Who pays for the Clinton-Gephardt 
bill in lost or depressed wages, or with 
their jobs? 

Who pays? The answer is simple
who pays now for the waste and fraud 
in our welfare system? 

Who always pays? The middle-income 
American. 

According to a study by the Amer
ican Legislative Council, the average 
middle-income American worker who 
earns between $14,000 and $30,000, will 
lose anywhere from $660 to $2,300 per 
year in lost wages, under a Clinton
Gephardt-type employer mandate. 

Why is that? Well, it's something 
that I don't think many policy wonks 
in the administration have had much 
experience with-it's called meeting a 
payroll. I have had to meet a payroll 
for more than 30 years now as a small 
business owner. Should a Clinton-Gep
hardt mandate be enacted, small busi
ness owners would be forced to pay 80 
percent of the cost of a Fortune-500 
equivalent benefits package whether 
they can really afford to or not. That 
leaves the small business owner with 
very few options at the end of the day. 
Either reduce the hours employees 
work, reduce their wages or eliminate 
their jobs altogether. 

To highlight this point, an August 
8th study by CONSAD Research indi
cates that in my State of Alabama, em
ployer mandates in the Clinton-Gep
hardt plan will result in 18,824 people 
losing their jobs. What about the im
pact on the local economy? Mr. Speak
er, I don' t know about your State, but 
Alabama simply cannot absorb job 
losses of this magnitude. 

In closing, let me say to my col
leagues and to the American people 
watching tonight, Congress cannot se
riously ask middle-income Americans 
to pick up the tab on more time. The 
alleged advantages of the Clinton-Gep
hardt plan for middle-income Ameri
cans ring hollow just like the ever-elu
sive middle-income Americans tax cut 
promised by the Clinton administra
tion and the promise to "end welfare as 
we know it. " Judging from the calls 
and letters I have received in my of
fice, middle-income Americans are 
tired of being Washington's "fall guy." 

The White House and the Democrat 
leadership have put on their best 
"trust us" faces regarding the benefits 
of the Clinton-Gephardt bill. This 
brings to mind a bit of wisdom from 
Abraham Lincoln about fooling all of 
the people all the time. But, the Amer
ican people won't be fooled. The Clin
ton-Gephardt plan is based on paying 
more for less. 

D 1850 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to exchange my 
time with that of the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FARR of California). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

THE TASK FORCE ON THE 
RADICAL RIGHT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, there was 
formed by the majority party a task 
force called the Task Force on the Rad
ical Right. They met for the first time 
last Thursday. They selected a chair
woman, the distinguished gentlewoman 
from New York, LOUISE SLAUGHTER, 
who is on the floor at this very mo
ment. It was formed by the gentleman 
from California, VIC FAZIO, who has 
been my friend of almost 20 years, but 
he wears two hats. 

The gentleman from California is the 
director or chairman of the Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee, 
whose principal job is to raise money 
to defend incumbents. He is responsible 
also to try and win all open seats and 
to try to defeat every Republican in 
the House. He also wears the hat of co
director, with the gentleman from 
Maryland, STENY HOYER, of the Demo
cratic Caucus, which is the caucus of 
all the Democrats in the House. He is a 
very important man. So he forms this 
task force on the radical right imme
diately on the heels of a rather offen
sive speech given at the National Press 
Club in which he talked about fire
breathing Christians. 

Then the gentleman from California 
[Mr. FAZIO], my friend, says he was not 
really talking about Christians, just 
the radical right. However, at this task 
force meeting on government ground, 
funded by taxpi;i,yers, taxpayers paying 
for the lighting, the air conditioning, 
said room, HC-7 downstairs, they had 
their meeting and they used up the 
time and taxpayers money of eight 
Capitol Hill police. Maybe that was to 

convey the impression that maybe 
some Operation Rescue unit was going 
to try and infiltrate the Capitol and 
make noise outside the hearing room. 

Mr. Speaker, when they came out, 
one of the nine Members of Congress 
who showed up for this task force 
meeting said the following: 

We think that religion should not be in
volved in politics. We are trying to figure 
out how we can dissuade churches from get
ting involved in partisan politics. Issues that 
ought not to have something to do with reli
gion are being targeted by religious coali
tions for partisan purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, that was said by a gen
tleman seeking his third term, the gen
tleman from Virginia, JIM MORAN, of 
across the river. I drive through his 
district every night to get to the dis
trict of the gentlewoman from Vir
ginia, LESLIE BYRNE, where I live when 
the House is in session. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a Mormon at 
that meeting, a good friend of mine. We 
had three fellow Catholics, albeit they 
are Catholics who are in disagreement 
with the Magisterium of the church. 
They must certainly be in disagree
ment with Mother Teresa, on pro-life 
issues, and with Cardinal Connor, Car
dinal Law, Cardinal Hickey, and all 
other Cardinals in the Nation, on spe
cial rights for homosexuals. But they 
are nevertheless proud to put "Catho
lic" after their biographies in the book. 

Then there was a good Baptist from 
North Carolina, along with three 
Esipcopalians representing some pretty 
big churches. 

Just last week, it just so happens 
that I passed by a poster shop in Alex
andria, in Old Town. I saw in the win
dow this poster that I remember from 
my youth, painted by Norman Rock
well, to inspire all of his fellow Ameri
cans during the Second World War, so 
that we had a clear focus on what we 
were fighting for. We were fighting the 
warlords of Tojo, the fascism of Benito 
Mussolini, and even Nazi jackboots of 
Adolf Hitler. We were fighting for free
dom of worship, freedom of speech, 
freedom from want, and freedom from 
fear. 

Mr. Speaker, I remember collecting 
as a 10- or 11-year-old each one of the 
covers of the Saturday Evening Post as 
these paintings came out. Here it is, 
the most important one of all, freedom 
of worship. I am sorry it is curling, but 
this cost me a couple of C-notes, be
cause it is an original, printed during 
the war, on canvas-type paper. Look at 
that beautiful picture. 

Let me help my colleagues, there. I 
know the gentlewoman from Georgia, 
CYNTHIA MCKINNEY, is on the floor now. 
She was at that task force on the radi
cal right. There it is, . the Norman 
Rockwell, one of the originals: "Save 
freedom of worship, each according to 
the dictates of his own conscience." 
Then there is a little pitch at the bot
tom about buying War Bonds. I wish I 
had this mounted on an easel. 
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Mr. Speaker, when I showed it to the 

gentleman from California, VIC FAZIO, 
this afternoon, being a good-natured 
fellow, VIC said, "There I am in the 
back row." No, it does not look like 
VIC at all. One woman in the front has 
her rosary through her fingers. It re
minds me a lot of the nuns and the peo
ple I have seen on the front row of 
some of the Operation Rescue units in 
front of those mass-killing abortuaries. 

Mr. Speaker, here is my problem. 
They all had this meeting. Not 70 hours 
later, Bill Clinton, at taxpayer ex
pense, in either a limousine or Marine 
helicopter, comes down from Camp 
David, deep in Maryland, where there 
are plenty of nice churches. He goes to 
one of the most beautiful churches in 
this town. The title is a mouthful, but 
it is fun to say, because it covers the 
Christian waterfront: The Full Gospel 
African Methodist Episcopalian Zionist 
Church. It is a big, beautiful church, 
and it has a choir as good as any in the 
entire United States, and there is Clin
ton in front of that choir, Mr. Speaker, 
saying that God wants us to vote for 
this soft on crime, hug-a-thug bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to take a dep
osition down at the White House from 
the First Family and .ask why they 
used that beautiful church Sunday. 

Mr. Speaker pro tern, since you were 
at that infamous meeting, I add this 
article to my remarks: 
[From the Washington Times, Aug. 12, 1994) 

HOUSE 'RADICAL RIGHT' SUMMIT HAS 
CONSERVATIVES CRYING FOUL 

(By Cheryl Wetzstein and Laurie Kellman) 
The "Radical Right Task Force," a closed

door summit of House Democrats, yesterday 
evoked calls of religious bigotry and misuse 
of public funds from Republicans and con
servative groups barred from the meeting at 
the Capitol. 

"This is a pathetic action of the Demo
cratic leadership of Congress to continue 
their assault on people of faith and people 
who want to change Congress," said Rep. Bill 
Paxon of New York, chairman of the Na
tional Republican Congressional Committee. 

"Why are they meeting on the taxpayer's 
dime to develop strategies against people of 
faith being involved in the political proc
ess?" asked Marshall Wittmann, director of 
legislative affairs for the Christian coalition. 
"I'm sure there's plenty of rooms at the DNC 
[Democratic National Committee)." 

The meeting was arranged by Rep. Vic 
Fazio of California, vice chairman of the 
House Democratic Caucus. 

"Given Fazio's well-publicized anti-Chris
tian sentiment, these meetings smack of re
ligious bigotry," said Andrea Sheldon, direc
tor of government affairs for the Traditional 
Values Coalition. 

But Rep. James P. Moran, Virginia Demo
crat, who attended the 40-minute meeting, 
said it was "to discuss the issues that the 
radical right has focused on and how it will 
affect the legislative agenda for the rest of 
the year." 

"We think that religion should not be in
volved in politics," said Mr. Moran, who is 
running for a third term. "We're trying to 
figure out how we can dissuade other church
es from getting involved in partisan politics. 

"Issues that ought not have something to 
do with religion are being targeted by these 
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religious coalitions for partisan purposes,'' 
he said, adding that the "radical right" is 
partly responsible for yesterday's scuttling 
of President Clinton's anti-crime bill. 

"They have a responsibility to define who 
is the 'radical right,'" Mr. Paxon said, add
ing that the task force's agenda and goals 
should be likewise clarified. 

On Tuesday, Mr. Fazio sent a memo invit
ing "Democratic colleagues" to the meeting, 
which was to include "a general update and 
discussion on recent Radical Right activity." 

The meeting was held in a House con
ference room in the Capitol and was attended 
by Democratic Reps. Louise M. Slaughter of 
New York, Mike Synar of Oklahoma, Rich
ard J. Durbin of Illinois, Dick Swett of New 
Hampshire, Cynthia McKinney of Georgia, 
David Price of North Carolina and Sam Farr 
of California, among others. 

Democratic House staffers guarded the 
door to the "members only" meeting, and, 
by special request, Capitol Hill police pa
trolled the halls and checked identification 
badges. 

Members of the Traditional Values Coali
tion and the Christian Coalition waited out
side the meeting door. 

A spokesman for Mr. Farr, who won a spe
cial election for the seat vacated by White 
House Chief of Staff Leon Panetta, said "the 
main thrust of the meeting" was "non-profit 
groups vs. advocacy groups" and "When do 
[non-profits] cross the line and become advo
cacy groups?" 

Nonprofits receive tax exemptions under 
the law, whereas advocacy groups do not. 

According to House ethics rules, use of "of
ficial resources" for campaign purposes is 
prohibited and use of meeting rooms is re
stricted to "congressionally related pur
poses.'' 

In recent months, many Democratic lead
ers-including Mr. Clinton, Surgeon General 
Joycelyn Elders, outgoing DNC Chairman 
David Wilhelm and Mr. Fazio-have de
nounced broadcasters and groups of the "rad
ical right." 

And, Mr. Speaker, to clarify Mr. Clin
ton's hypocrisy, I include the Washing
ton Times editorial: 

[From the Washington Times, August 16, 
1994) 

GOD AND THE CRIME BILL 

So God wants the crime bill passed, does 
He? President Clinton didn't say where he 
had gotten the Word, but in an appearance at 
the Full Gospel A.M.E. Zion Church in Tem
ple Hills Sunday he demanded that Congress 
"do the will of God" and pass the crime bill. 
Not a version stripped of the more controver
sial and wasteful provisions that led to its 
defeat last week, mind you. No, God, like Mr. 
Clinton, apparently wants the whole thing. 

One can just imagine the outrage that 
would have resulted if, say, Ralph Reed of 
the Christian Coalition had headed for the 
pulpit to announce that his legislative agen
da had the Almighty's imprimatur. Obvi
ously, there's a certain amount of hypocrisy 
involved here. But this holier-than-thou ap
proach to politics, so typical of the First 
Family, is also another unpleasant reminder 
that the Clintons simply do not believe there 
is room for reasonable people to disagree 
with them. Anyone who does is profane
meaning set apart from God. 

For the more secular-minded out there, 
Mr. Clinton claims that critics have set 
themselves apart from police. "Now the Re
publicans say, well, there's too much money 
for prevention in this bill," he said in his 
weekly radio address. "They call it pork. 

Well, all I know is, all the police officers in 
this country know we need to give kids 
something to say 'yes' to." 

Well, what do God and the police think of 
the bill's SlO million handout for a new Na
tional Criminal Justice Center in the dis
trict of Democrat Jack Brooks? It's an im
portant question because the handout won't 
end there. As a press release from Lamar 
University, recipient of the SlO million, put 
it, "In 1986, Brooks and then-Senator Lloyd 
Bentsen had written into the Superfund Bill 
language that authorized S5 million to create 
the Gulf Coast Hazardous Substance Re
search Center. Since that time, the research 
center has received more than $16 million in 
federal funding." 

Then there is the S20 million "Hope in 
Youth" program mentioned in this space 
previously. Actually the word "youth" ap
pears exactly twice in the entire section, in
cluding the title. "Hope in Left-wing Activ
ists" is more accurate, since it would fund 
"advisory organizations" to provide, among 
other things, a "multi-issue forum for public 
policy discussion." This is walking-around 
money for liberal activists to lobby for still 
more money. 

And what about the $125 million for Juve
nile Drug Trafficking and Gang Prevention 
Grants? The grants are supposed to "reduce 
juvenile involvement in organized crime." 
But aside from a few references to sports ac
tivities and "artistic enrichment," it's not 
clear how the S125 million is supposed to do 
that. 

To Washington Post reporter Kenneth Coo
per, complaints about pork-barrel spending 
in the crime bill are just cover for the real 
objections of the Republicans and 58 Demo
crats who voted against the crime bill last 
week. Their real problem is the crime bill's 
gun-control provisions, he "reported." 

No doubt it's true that many lawmakers 
doubt that taking guns from law-abiding 
citizens will do anything to reduce crime. 
But complaints about pork are not new. Wis
consin Republican James Sensenbrenner Jr. 
wrote an April 6 column in the Commentary 
pages of this newspaper noting that the 
"House crime bill has several defects, but 
perhaps the worst defect is the SB billion 
going to social-welfare programs .... I say 
they are a waste of money." Apparently a lot 
of Republicans agreed because more than 100 
voted against the bill that month even 
though it included no assault-weapons ban. 

The respective Senate and House crime 
bills cost S22 billion and S28 billion. Con
ferees "compromised" and settled on a total 
of S33.2 billion. So if anything there was even 
more pork than before. 

If Mr. Clinton wants to turn his moral mi
nority into a majority, he ought to strip out 
the pork and the gun control measures and 
give lawmakers a chance to vote on a meas
ure that could really do something about 
crime. Editors here can't claim a higher au
thority for such a bill, but one suspects vot
ers would say, "Amen." 

URGING MEMBERS' SUPPORT FOR 
THE OMNIBUS VIOLENT CRIME 
CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCE
MENT ACT OF 1994 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from California [Ms. ESHOO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
evening to urge my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives to support 
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the Omnibus Violent Crime Control 
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 
Americans know today that this is 
called the crime bill, and insist that 
this bill retain the major provisions of 
penalties and prevention, and, Mr. 
Speaker, it must include a ban on as
sault weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, as Members of this 
House, we know the cost of crime in 
our districts. We see the cost in broken 
homes, we see the cost in broken bod
ies, we see the cost of the emotional 
and physical trauma of the people that 
we are privileged to represent. 

In my district, Mr. Speaker, there is 
a community by the name of East Palo 
Alto, in California. In 1992 this small 
community beat out the District of Co
lumbia as being the murder capital of 
our Nation, per capita. 

Today people are still frightened to 
leave their homes. There are many 
other parts of my district that are very 
well known for their wealth, but this is 
still part of the 14th Congressional Dis
trict of California. 

Mr. Speaker, just last night this 
small community of 24,000 people en
dured an armed robbery, a grocery 
store shooting, and a shooting in a 
local tenant complex. We must take 
every step possible to stop this ran
dom, senseless violence which plagues 
our neighborhoods and our commu
nities, and we can do this by passing 
the crime bill, which will ban 19 spe- . 
cific assault weapons. These weapons, 
which include the Streetsweeper, 
which, by the way, was invented for use 
in South Africa for crowd control, at, 
thank God, another time in our his
tory, are designed to kill people, not 
wildlife, not targets, but people, human 
beings, and now small children riding 
their bikes to and from school. 

Mr. Speaker, what has this country 
come to? Does the NRA have no 
shame? They don't want prevention 
money in a bill to prevent crime, and 
they fight and pay for Members here to 
vote their way to continue to have 
these assault weapons on our street. I 
do not think they are on the side of 
America, and I do not think that is 
American. That is not something I ever 
want to stand next to. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have sup
ported the rule last week, and I want 
to make sure that Members stand next 
to this abiding principle. If there was a 
time during this second year of the 
103rd Congress that I believe the Amer
ican people felt that their voices had 
been heard, that a special interest had 
been passed over, it was when we voted 
on the assault weapon ban. I think we 
need to climb that mountain again this 
week, and I think we need to stand tall 
and prove to the American people that 
our own political careers are not what 
we are here for, but the oath of office 
that we took when we stood on the 
floor of this House in this Chamber, 
that it was for them that we have come 
here. They deserve better. 

Mr. Speaker, we had a press con
ference yesterday, and they were all 
women, women Senators and women 
House Members. We heard the stories 
of constituents who have lost their 
spouses as a result of these assault 
weapons being sold like candy on our 
streets, available to anyone that wants 
to use them for whatever insane pur
pose they may have in mind. 

D 1900 
I wish that the NRA was there. I wish 

that they could have stepped up to a 
microphone and given an answer to 
these citizens as to why they would 
lobby the way they do. 

So, America, do not be fooled. This is 
not about pork. It is about another 
kind of pork. Prevention is not pork. 

If you talk about community centers 
and what we can do for our children of 
this Nation, I know what I gave to my 
children, and you know what? It 
worked. That may be pork in Beverly 
Hills, but it is not pork in my commu
nity of East Palo Alto. Whether they 
are black or brown or yellow or white, 
regardless of what their background is, 
our children deserve a vote that is 
going to offer them the kind of preven
tion that law enforcement from around 
the Nation have come together and 
have come to the Capitol this week and 
said, "This is what we need." 

Make no mistake about it, this word 
pork has had some contagiousness to 
it. But examine it, America, and listen 
to really what this is all about. It is 
about the money that is made on as
sault weapons. We want to ban them. 
That must be part of the crime bill. I 
urge my colleagues to put aside par
tisanship and what they think is best 
for their political careers. Do what we 
were supposed to do in coming here and 
taking our oath of office. Stand next to 
every American. Do the right thing and 
pass a bill that is going to do well by 
every citizen in America. 

TRIBUTE TO OFFICER DENNIS N. 
GLIVAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today and invite the Members of the 
House of Representatives and all people 
across our country to join with me and 
the people of the 19th District of Ohio 
in honoring and paying tribute to the 
memory of Police Sergeant Dennis N. 
Glivar of Garfield Heights, OH who was 
killed in the line of duty August 14, 
1994. Mr. Speaker, I also rise today to 
pay tribute to a civilian who was killed 
in this awful incident, John Bryant. 

In the House of Representatives we 
are in the midst of a debate about how 
best to stop crime. While .each Member 
of this body may have a different solu
tion, all of us unite behind the brave 

men and women who put their lives on 
the line every day to protect their fel
low citizens. Our police forces are the 
first line of defense against criminals 
who commit heinous acts of violence. 

This past Sunday, Sergeant Glivar 
was fatally shot during a six-hour 
standoff with a gunman who was holed 
up in his apartment after shooting and 
killing John Bryant. Glivar and his fel
low police officer, Lt. Thomas Kaiser, 
approached the home of the gunman in 
the hopes of peacefully disarming him. 
They knocked and ordered the gunman 
to open the door. The gunman fired 
several shots, killing Sergeant Glivar 
and injuring two other officers-Ser
geant Thomas Kaiser and Patrolman 
John Mackey. 

Sergeant Glivar, who was 44, joined 
the Garfield Heights Police Depart
ment in September 1972. He was pro
moted to sergeant in 1990 and was a su
pervisor for basic patrol. He was a life
long member of the community, grad
uating from Garfield Heights High 
School in 1972. He attended Cuyahoga 
Community College and John Carroll 
University. He also served in the Coast 
Guard and Coast Guard Reserves. 

Sergeant Glivar married his wife 
Debbie in 1983. They had celebrated 
their 11th anniversary the day before 
Sergeant Glivar was killed. Glivar al
ways went home for lunch; he was de
voted to his wife and family. He is also 
survived by his mother Helen Glivar, 
and his sister, Cheryl Janoviak. 

Sergeant Glivar loved playing the 
drums and once played in a band with 
his late father. He was an avid scuba 
diver, an amateur meteorologist and 
had earned a black belt in karate. 

Mr. Speaker, this tragic incident 
began with the shooting of a civilian, 
John Bryant, who was murdered in 
cold blood by the same killer who mur
dered Sergeant Glivar. Mr. Bryant was 
a 28-year-old man with his life in front 
of him. He and his girlfriend were 
walking home from the supermarket 
when the gunman emerged from a near
by apartment building. The gunman 
stopped about 10 feet from the couple, 
uttered a racial slur, and then shot Mr. 
Bryant in the chest. We cannot find 
words to express our grief and sorrow 
at this senseless death. 

It is particularly shocking that John 
Bryant was singled out by this mad
man because of his race. Mr. Speaker, 
we know we cannot banish hatred from 
the hearts of angry men, but surely in
cidents like this should cause us to re
double our efforts to fight racism of all 
kinds. 

Mr. Speaker, the deaths of Sergeant 
Dennis Glivar and Mr. John Bryant re
mind us of our duty to both police offi
cers and civilians in our community. 
Sergeant Glivar was willing to give ev
erything, including his life, in the line 
of duty to protect his community. His 
family, all of Garfield Heights and our 
community have suffered an enormous 
loss. 
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Mr. Bryant's girlfriend, his family 

and friends, along with Garfield 
Heights and the entire community 
have likewise suffered because of Mr. 
Bryant's death. We mourn with both 
sets of families and friends. 

We can only hope that these sense
less acts of violence will teach us all 
that we must do everything in our 
power to prevent the killing that we 
have witnessed in the last few days. We 
pray with the families of these victims 
that they will find peace everlasting 
and that we will work for peace in our 
own communities on earth. 

COMMON SENSE AND. THE CRIME 
BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY
LOR] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I am here again tonight to 
talk about the crime bill and the area 
of common sense. 

Some months ago we did a special 
order on the area of deception, pointing 
out what many times this body passes 
is nowhere close to what the advertise
ment and the press headlines are about 
that particular piece· of legislation. I 
recalled, for instance, the $8 billion 
that was supposed to be spent for 
earthquake relief for Los Angeles and 
all the hype that was given for the 
earthquake relief for Los Angeles. All 
of us felt a great deal of concern about 
tlie victims of the earthquake, and that 
$8 billion was passed. Then we found 
that almost $4 billion of it turned out 
to not even be close to Los Angeles, 
nor even close to a rumble of an earth
quake. It went to Arkansas and West 
Virginia and various other places. I 
think one television network did, 3 
weeks later, a special on that pointing 
out how much pork had been rushed in 
under the guise of being earthquake re
lief for Los Angeles. 

We are finding it here again in the 
crime bill, or the so-called cr~me bill. 
Most of us in this country are seriously 
concerned about crime. The gentleman 
who just spoke before me gave evidence 
of a tragic situation where a police of
ficer had been killed and a citizen be
fore that police officer had been killed 
and I think all of us sympathize with 
the family of both of those victims, and 
we sympathize with victims all over 
the country. But we need to point to
ward what counts. 

If you read a recent article in the Na
tional Review, they did a several-page 
study on the way we are releasing vio
lent criminals. In fact, they pointed 
out nationally almost one-third of all 
violent crimes are committed by crimi
nals on parole or pretrial release. They 
pointed out the shortness of time one 
gets for murder, the shortness they get 
for violent crimes such as assault or 
automobile theft or breaking a~d en-

tering. They point out that we are 8 
tim,es more likely today to be put on 
parole for a violent crime than we were 
30 years ago in this country for crimes 
committed. 

So those are the areas I would like to 
see us focus on, rather than focus on a 
$33 billion bill that has such question
able crime prevention measures as a 
$10 million gift to the chairman of the 
Judicial Committee's alma mater. It is 
hard for me to find the crime-fighting 
aggression there, but it must be. But if 
you look at the weaknesses of the bill, 
and that is all I have time to point out 
at the moment, none of the prison 
funding in the bill must be spent for 
prison construction or operation. There 
is over $8 billion of prison construction 
money in the bill, $1.8 billion of it is 
money to alleviate the cost associated 
with incarcerating illegal aliens, so it 
is not directly construction for new 
prisons. But even if you take that re
maining, a little over $6 billion, none of 
that has to be spent for funding prison 
construction or operation. 

Then we look at the truth in sentenc
ing law. The conferees' bill conditions 
as much as 40 percent of the so-called 
prison funding on States' implement~
tion in the truth in sentencing and this 
is what we are talking about in trying 
to get sentences carried out rather 
than parole or pretrial release. But 
they merely have to make progress to
ward that goal of truth in sentencing, 
that is, completing sentences. They do 
not have to really serve the time that 
they are given. 

I think most people in this country 
want those sentences served, or at 
least the great portion of them served, 
and this bill does not do it. 

D 1910 
Then, last, we talk about the funding 

for the 100,000 police officers that has 
been touted so much. In the first place, 
that money has already been appro
priated this year. It is coming back 
from conference. It appropriates $13,000 
per officer, one shot, $13,000. 

Most law enforcement agencies say 
that it will take close to $70,000 to put 
policemen on the street. So this $13,000 
will go toward that $70,000, and from 
then on the local police have to pick up 
the cost. 

The past chairman of the National 
Sheriffs Association, a Democrat, has 
said, and he is in a metropolitan coun
ty, he does not intend for his office to 
use that process because first of all it 
provides no equipment. Second, it is 
too bureaucratic, and third, it provides 
$13,000 and then leaves them in the 
county in a lurch for the policemen 
they may need, and if they had the 
funds they would already be putting 
the policemen on the streets, and 
$13,000 is such a small impact it will 
hardly pay for the bureaucratic trouble 
of the national grant. This is from the 
National Sheriffs Association, the past 
chairman, a Democrat. 

So Members can see why many of us, 
Mr. Speaker, are skeptical about this 
so-called crime bill. 

THE CRIME BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FARR of California). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BISHOP] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, on 
Wednesday, August 10, more than 600 
law officers from two States came to 
my hometown to pay their last re
spects to a Columbus, GA police officer 
who was gunned down in the line of 
duty. 

Early that Sunday morning, officer 
Ed Osborne, a 31-year-old, 4-year vet
eran of the force, made what originally 
appeared to be a routine pickup of two 
youngsters violating the local curfew. 
As officer Osborne took the young men 
home, a gunshot shattered through the 
back of his head and took his life. A 15-
year-old stands accused of murder and 
officer Osborne leaves behind a widow, 
two children, his parents and other 
family members. Officer Osborne is the 
23d member of the Columbus police 
force to be killed in the line of duty. 

In his eulogy, the Reverend Creede 
Hinshaw of the St. Mark United Meth
odist Church said: 

A hero ls a person who wears a uniform and 
drives a patrol car through the streets * * * 
who after the city has gone to sleep and after 
the parents care no longer, is there to take 
two juveniles home after curfew. 

I would add to that: 
A hero ls a legislator who sets aside politi

cal wrangling to provide the necessary pro
tection for police officers who risk their 
lives each day and night and for the people 
that legislator serves. 

As Members of the House continue to 
send smoke signals with this bill, we 
are wasting precious time posturing 
and playing politics with a crime meas
ure of life-saving importance to each 
and every individual and neighborhood 
in this Nation. This is not a measure to 
be used as a platform on which we 
should campaign or attempt to weaken 
the President. This is not a bill we can 
afford to withhold from the people for 
even just one more day. As we waste 
this precious time posturing and poli
ticking, we risk losing more officers 
like officer Osborne. And we risk losing 
to our crime-plagued streets more 15 
year olds like the one in the back of his 
patrol car by not banning the sale of 
handguns to minors who will take 
somebody's life and at the same time 
subject his own to a life of imprison
ment. 

Are the lives of the people we are 
sent here to represent not sacred 
enough to set aside the status quo of 
political posturing and politicking for 
this life-saving package ~hat will also 
restore safety and sanity to the streets 
of America? 
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This is the first bill of its kind, Mr. 

Speaker, to evenly distribute funds for 
punishment, more police officers, and 
prevention programs. It is the first 
anticrime bill to come this close to be
coming law in 6 years. A balanced ap
proach that evenly provides protection 
and prevention approaches already 
tested on the streets will, I am con
fident, help us reclaim our streets and 
win the war on crime and is worthy of 
our approval. 

Nevertheless, some Members, par
ticularly from the other side of the 
aisle, have attacked this bill-claiming 
its preventive measures are nothing 
but pork. 

For instance, the minority leader, 
Mr. MICHEL of Illinois, just last week 
called this measure, and I quote "an 
unholy trinity of pork, posturing, and 
partisanship.'' 

During their rounds on this week
end's network talkshows, we heard Re
publicans blast as pork the prevention 
programs such as midnight basketball, 
and gang prevention grants, which I 
thought-based on what I was hear
ing-were nothing but partisan propos
als put forth by Democrats. 

But what is odd, Mr. Speaker, is that 
the Republicans, in their malicious at
tempt to divide this House and sink 
this proposal, favored these programs 
less than 1 mont:Q. ago. 

Let's look at the facts. Title 10, sub
title E of the Republican anticrime 
proposal offered just last month called 
for $128 million for, and I quote "sport
ing and recreational equipment * * * 
meals * * * an initial basic physical 
examination * * * first aid * * * 
and nutrition guidance." The same 
subtitle calls for even more money for, 
and I quote "supervised sports pro
grams." 

And there's more. The same section 
of the Republican's anticrime proposal 
calls for, and I quote "sports 
mentoring and coaching programs in 
which athletes serve as role models for 
juveniles to teach that athletics pro
vides a positive alternative to drug and 
gang involvement." 

First, I want to applaud my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
for including these preventive pro
grams. These initiatives show that 
Democrats and Republicans are in fact 
on a more common ground than the 
public seems to have been hoodwinked 
into believing in terms of finding solu
tions to the problems that confront 
America's youth. However, this lan
guage runs contrary to this "trilogy of 
pork" pontification we heard preached 
by Republicans throughout the past 
week. Sporting and recreational equip
ment? Supervised sports programs? 
Sports mentoring and coaching pro
grams to teach that athletics provide a 
positive alternative to drug and gang 
involvement? The creation of boys and 
girls clubs in public housing? Sounds 
like midnight basketball to me! In 

fact, I don 't know whether to be angry 
or elated. These are the type of pro
grams we democrats have been defend
ing for the last week when in fact they 
are bipartisan proposals. 

Now is the time for Republicans to 
come out from under the Rocks where 
they have been hiding-while their 
leadership has allowed but a few of 
their leaders to speak their untruths-
and accept and endorse the programs 
they have in fact supported and now 
run from. 

Republicans not only will accept pre
ventive measures like midnight bas
ketball, Mr. Speaker, in fact they have 
proposed them. However, rank and file 
Republicans can only support them 
when their leaders unshackle them 
from silence and allow them to speak 
for and embrace what they know is 
right. To remain muzzled so as to gain 
political ground and attempt to cripple 
our President at the expense of our 
communities, constituents and law en
forcement officers is wrong. Repub
licans, take off your muzzles. Come out 
and publicly support these preventive 
measures you have proposed. 

Crime is not a partisan issue. Safe 
comm uni ties free from crime and drugs 
are nonpartisan, and I call on Demo
crats and Republicans alike to pass 
this crime bill and restore sanity and 
security to our streets in the name of 
Officer Osborne and even the life of the 
150-year-old whose life is now lost to 
life imprisonment. 

THE CRIME BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRE'IT] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I will vote in support of the 
crime bill because it is the right thing 
to do, and I urge my colleagues to re
spond to the pressure and support this 
bill. 

I am not talking about the pressure 
exerted by the President. I am not 
talking about the pressure exerted by 
lobbyists or special interests, and I do 
not mean the political pressure wheth
er passage of this bill will be good for 
one's reelection. Anyone who makes a 
decision on this bill based on those 
pressures does not deserve to be back 
here next year. 

I am talking about the pressure we 
should all feel because there are kids 
dying in violent ways in the streets of 
my hometown in Milwaukee and on 
streets throughout our country. Mem
bers of Congress should feel the pres
sure because the people of our country 
sent us here because they have faith in 
our ability to get something done. 
They did not send us here to use every 
procedural trick in the book to stop 
progress on the one issue they have 
said is most important: to safely walk 
the streets at night and to feel safe in 
their homes. 

We all know that this bill or any 
other bill is no panacea. Congress will 
never be able to fashion a bill that 
completely obliterates crime, but a 
comprehensive approach to crime 
fighting is our only shot at making a 
difference, and this bill attacks crime 
from many important angles. 

D 1920 
First, the bill would put an addi

tional 100,000 police officers on the 
streets of America. For my home State 
of Wisconsin, that translates into an
other 2,000 cops walking the streets. It 
is plain and simple, more police on the 
beats means safer neighborhoods. We 
all know that. 

Second, the bill increases penal ties 
for violent crimes and puts repeat vio
lent offenders behind bars for life. The 
"three strikes and you are out" provi
sion counts State crimes as the first 
two strikes, thereby expanding the 
number of criminals the law covers. 

The crime bill toughens penalties for 
gang activities and drug crimes. 

Third, the bill bans the sale and man
ufacture of military assault weapons. I 
have heard the claim that the second 
amendment rights are being violated, 
but there is no doubt in my mind that 
following enactment of this law all the 
citizens of the United States will re
main free to exercise their right to 
bear arms. The second amendment does 
not give anyone the right to have a big 
fighter jet parked in their driveway or 
a nuclear sub in the backyard pool. 

I come from Wisconsin where hunting 
is very important. In fact, it is an inte
gral part of the history, culture, and 
economy of my State. I have heard 
claims these weapons are needed for 
sport. I have studied this bill carefully. 
I believe it will not prevent hunters 
and sportsmen from engaging in legiti
mate hunting pursuits. 

With over 650 weapons specifically 
exempted by name in this legislation, I 
am confident there remains ample op
portunity for hunting and sport. 

I have also heard the claims this pro
vision will do nothing to reduce crime. 
While these weapons make up less than 
one-half of 1 percent of the firearms in 
this country, they account for 8 per
cent of the firearms that can be traced 
to crimes. The weapons prohibited 
under this measure are military weap
ons. They are not designed as toys. 
They are not designed for sport. They 
are designed with only one purpose in 
mind: killing people. 

I talked to a constituent in my office 
recently who is opposed to the ban on 
assault weapons. He said the number of 
crimes committed with assault weap
ons is statistically insignificant. I told 
him to look in the eyes of a woman 
whose husband had been killed by an 
assault weapon, a police officer near 
our home, and tell her that her hus
band was statistically insignificant. He 
could not do so. 
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Fourth and finally, this bill also 

funds important crime prevention pro
grams. We have heard a lot in this 
Chamber about the basketball pro
gram. I will tell you that I think the 
basketball program is a good program. 
When I look at basketball and what it 
can do for young people or any other 
sport, for that matter, I think it can 
provide positive outlooks. 

I recently held a youth summit with 
the youth in my district and asked 
them, as the experts on what we could 
do for them, what they recommended. 
What they told me is they need posi
tive outlets for their energy. They need 
positive things to do where they can 
work with other teens, and if you look 
at a team sport like basketball or base
ball or football or any other team 
sport, I look at that sport and it teach
es teamwork. It teaches hustle. It 
teaches determination. It teaches ef
fort. It teaches a young person the 
value of winning, and it teaches a 
young person that they can get up 
after losing and go on. 

In my mind those are all-American 
values that I think we should be push
ing as hard as we can so that the young 
people in this country learn how to 
work with other young people. For me 
that is very important. 

The United States has a higher incar
ceration rate than any advanced nation 
in the world. That tells me that the an
swer to our crime pro bl em goes beyond 
just tougher penalties. It tells me there 
is something fundamentally wrong 
with the way many of our children are 
growing up. 

Again, we have to provide ways to 
prevent them from committing crimes 
in the first place, and by having pro
grams like the basketball program we 
can do so. 

Many of these prevention programs 
are designed to provide positive alter
nati ves for our youth. Included in these 
programs are education, job training, 
drug treatment, mentoring, and recre
ation initiatives. These activities do 
not coddle criminals at all. Rather, 
they seek to prevent children from 
growing up and becoming criminals. 

We owe it to the American people to 
pass a crime bill. What higher respon
sibility do we have here than to work 
together to improve the safety of 
American families? 

I respect the right of Members of 
Congress to disagree with some of the 
provisions of this bill. I don't agree 
with everything in it either. But Mem
bers of Congress must not abdicate 
their responsibility to work together 
to put new Federal laws on the books 
that put criminals out of business. 

Let's stop playing politics with the 
crime bill. Let's show the American 
people we can work together to get 
something done for them. 

THE CRIME BILL: PREVENTION 
PROGRAMS ARE NECESSARY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, as we 
debate the crime bill, it is critical not 
to lose sight of the purpose-to act 
upon the causes as well as the effects of 
crime. 

This crime bill is not a perfect bill 
and there are things in this bill that I 
do not support-such as the 50 addi
tional death penalty offenses, the three 
strikes and you're out; and the omis
sion of the Racial Justice Act. But in 
spite of these limitations this bill has 
value for the American people and 
their communities; it includes law en
forcement, jail construction, stricter 
sentencing, and prevention resources. 

Some of my colleagues would have 
you believe that the only way to fight 
crime is to build more jails and more 
jails. We do need more jails and at the 
rate we are preventing crime-we will 
need many more jails, more jails than 
the Federal budget can support. 

It is all well and good to spend the 
taxpayer dollars upon construction 
programs for additional prison space 
nationwide to house those already con
victed of a crime. However, some on 
the other side of the aisle would have 
you think that all prevention programs 
are pork, frivolous and unnecessary, 
but why should prisons be the only 
beneficiaries of the Federal funding ap
propriated through this legislation? 

I do not believe that tack to be in the 
best interest of the Nation. The cost
benefit analysis reflects that the smart 
and prudent legislator should support 
prevention programs because they give 
the most bang for your buck. It costs 
the State of North Carolina over $24,000 
a year to incarcerate a prisoner while 
it costs the Federal Government over 
$20,000 dollars per year to incarcerate a 
prisoner-that $20,000 is more effec
tively spent, I feel, in efforts to keep 
our youth from becoming criminals in 
the first place through educational pro
grams, training programs, after school 
programs, boot camps, and recreational 
programs, including basketball leagues 
during the day as well as the evening. 

Given the rate of construction jails-
that seven billion dollars designed for 
prevention only goes so far-it will 
only pay to incarcerate 350,000 people-
a finite number-the funds, if spent on 
prevention programs, have the poten
tial to reach millions more of Ameri
cans-as well as to make them produc
tive members of society, free, contrib
uting to their Nation-not in jail, sup
ported by society. Thus, I believe it is 
in our Nation's best interest to reach 
out and help as many young people as 
we can, and that is through prevention 
programs. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gentle
woman from Oregon. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday I looked into 
the eyes of two people whose loved ones 
were gunned down by a madman with 
an assault weapon. Mr. Speaker, we 
need a strong crime bill. 

I would like to ask people: Do not lis
ten to the talk-show hosts. What do 
they know about law enforcement? 
What do they know about crime pre
vention? Do what I do, talk to the ex
perts, the police chiefs, the sheriffs of 
the First District of Oregon. They sup
port this crime bill. Listen to those 
who dedicate their lives to protecting 
our comm uni ties. 

I ask my colleagues, let us not pos
ture on this bill. Let us legislate. That 
is what we are paid to do. 

D 1930 
HEALTH CARE REFORM: REMARK

ABLE EROSION OF SUPPORT 
AMONG MIDDLE-INCOME AMERI
CANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FARR of California). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Cox] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, there has been 
a remarkable erosion of support among 
middle Americans, that is to say Amer
icans of middle-income, for the Clinton 
health care bill and for the Clinton 
health care bill in its legislative form 
in the other body, where it is the Clin
ton-Mitchell bill, and in the House, 
where it is the Clinton-Gephardt bill. 
The same phenomenon occurred last 
year during consideration of the Clin
ton tax bill. During the 1992 campaign 
as a candidate he talked about middle
class tax cut, but in fact we know how 
quickly that evaporated once we got 
down to brass tacks. Instead this Con
gress pushed through the biggest tax 
increase in American history, one that 
directly impacted the middle class, for 
example, seniors receiving Social Secu
rity making $14,000 got a 70-percent ef
fective rate increase on their Social 
Security benefits. That is how much 
their income taxes went up on Social 
Security benefits. 

That record-breaking tax increase 
passed by the Congress will pale in 
comparison to the Clinton-Gephardt 
bill that we are likely to take on here 
in the House, although it is difficult for 
us to talk about it as Members of Con
gress because while we have looked at 
the press releases and press statements 
about the bill, we are still waiting, we 
are still waiting for a bill even though 
we are just days away from adjourn
ment. And the Congress hopes to act on 
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health care before we adjourn. But we 
do not have a bill. The Congressional 

. Budget Office has not been able to give 
us an estimate of how much precisely 
in the way of new taxes the bill con
tains and precisely how much in the 
way of new spending the bill contains. 
We simply have not read it. This is 
more than a trivial point. Health care 
comprises one-seventh of our Nation's 
economy. It is also on a more personal 
level a matter of life and death for 
every American. One would think that 
a new health care plan prescribed by 
the Federal Government for the whole 
country would therefore be the most 
carefully studied document since the 
Constitution. But instead when, as, and 
if this Congress and House get around 
to seeing and voting on a bill, we are 
going to find that Members have not 
had a chance to read it, that in fact 
when we vote Members will know more 
about O.J. Simpson's blood type than 
they will about the content of our own 
health care legislation. But we operate 
necessarily in an environment of un
certainty. We do not have a bill, but we 
must debate what it is we anticipate 
because after all the vote will be upon 
us and that will be it and we will have 
an election. We must adjourn at some 
point, and that point is arriving rather 
quickly. 

Why are people skeptical of what 
they have been seeing? The Heritage 
Foundation did an analysis of the Clin
ton-Gephardt bill as it was released. 
What they found is that the new taxes, 
and there are many of them in the 
Clinton-Gephardt bill, would amount 
to $42.6 billion in the first full effective 
year of the plan in 1999, on top of the 
current costs on the system. People 
who are saying these new taxes are 
only going to displace existing heal th 
care costs or somehow limit the growth 
of health care costs must face this fact; 
$42.6 billion in new taxes will be im
posed by the Clinton-Gephardt health 
care bill on top of our current esti
mates for how much the existing sys
tem is going to cost. 

Now, the average additional tax bur
den per individual as a result of the 
Clinton-Gephardt bill, according to the 
Heritage Foundation is $430 per indi
vidual on average. The Clinton-Gep
hardt bill unquestionably is going to 
offer Americans less choice. It does not 
quite do justice to the fact to say less, 
almost none compared to what pres
ently an insured American has avail
able. 

Congress and the Federal Govern
ment are going to prescribe a standard 
health care plan. And that is going to 
be the norm for the country, like it or 
not. If your existing plan is different 
than the standard plan, if you continue 
to get those benefits, you will pay a 
tax, not only will you pay a tax but 
your employer will pay a tax. The new 
taxes imposed by the Clinton-Gephardt 
bill are going to be split 80 percent by 

the employer and 20 percent by the in
dividual. So 20 percent of these new 
taxes will come directly out of the pay
check of the American worker. There 
will be far more bureaucracy in this 
plan because for a substantial part it is 
going to rely upon something called 
Medicare Part C. Medicare Part C is, in 
effect, a Government-run insurance 
plan that will extend, together with 
the existing Medicare program to over 
half the entire population or to about 
half the entire population, according to 
our best estimates. Half of the Amer
ican people at that point will be get
ting their health care from a Govern
ment plan, as compared to the current 
sysijem. 

The more Americans learn, it seems 
the more likely they are to realize that 
instead of providing Americans with 
greater health security the Clinton/ 
Gephardt plan, Clinton/Mitchell plan 
over in the other body, and whatever 
congressional cousins are aboard or are 
just now being written in so many dif
ferent staff offices, will create greater 
uncertainty, especially for middle-in
come Americans. Middle-income Amer
icans will pay more in both taxes and 
health care premiums for less in both 
taxes and health care premiums for 
less in both quantity, availability of 
health care and the quality of that 
care. Why will they be paying more in 
premiums? We discussed why they pay 
more in taxes under the Clinton/Gep
hardt bill, why pay more in premiums, 
because of the . community rating sys
tem. That is where factors like age 
cannot be taken into account. Senior 
citizens incur about 4 times on average 
in the way of heal th care costs as 
younger working Americans. If you are 
under 45 years old, you will have a 
steep increase in your heal th care pre
miums under a community rating sys
tem. So for all Americans under 45 
years old, the Clinton/Gephardt plan, 
the Clinton/Gephardt health care pl_an, 
is going to represent a big increase in 
premiums on top of the payroll tax in
crease. It is not surprising then that 
the strategy of the Democrat leader
ship is to, in the words of Senator 
ROCKEFELLER, pass health care regard
less of the views of the American peo
ple. I would hope we would not handle 
it that way. I do hope instead of a leg
islative version of blindman's bluff we 
will get at least 30 days to read any 
health care bill that will come forth for 
a vote. 

DO NOT CHANGE THE CRIME BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. MALONEY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday, I was privileged to stand side 
by side in New York City with the At
torney General of the United States, 
Janet Reno, the Governor of New York, 

Mario Cuomo, the police commissioner 
of New York City, William Bratton, the 
U.S. attorney for the southern district 
of New York, Mary Jo White and my 
colleague CHUCK SCHUMER, to urge the 
House to pass the omnibus anti-crime 
bill with the ban on assault weapons. 

I want to congratulate President 
Clinton and Attorney General Reno for 
their strong fight to pass the crime 
bill. 

Clearly, in New York and across the 
country, guns and crime are out of con
trol. 

Most New Yorkers have feared for 
their lives at one time or another. 

A few years ago, three armed thugs 
broke into my home, physically at
tacked my daughter, my husband, and 
me. 

We escaped that attack with our 
lives. -

Others have not been so lucky. 
Many of us remember all too well the 

horrible attack on religious leaders 
driving across the Brooklyn Bridge. 

This attack was carried out by a 
crazed man with an assault weapon; a 
weapon that the crime bill would ban. 

Crime is so bad that one of New 
York's daily newspapers publishes a 
daily count of how many of our citizens 
were shot and killed the day before; 621 
have been gunned down this year; 5 
people were killed on Monday. One was 
a 13-month-old infant shot to death 
while he slept in his mother's arms. 

But last week, the House turned a 
deaf ear to those victims and their 
families by rejecting the Federal crime 
bill on a procedural vote. 

The crime bill contained more than 
$30 billion in Federal aid to localities 
to fight and prevent crime. 

After 12 years of declining Federal 
aid to the cities under previous admin
istrations, this crime bill is undoubt
edly one of the best pieces of Federal 
legislation for my city in more than a 
decade. 

And I want to congratulate Mayor 
Giuliani, who was here in Washington 
today to fight for this bill, for rec
ognizing that there is no Republican or 
Democratic way to fight crime. 

Thanks in part to the mayor's input, 
the crime bill would provide millions of 
dollars to upgrade police equipment 
and computer systems and pay for 
overtime costs. This will allow more 
cops to get out from behind desks. 

The crime bill will provide millions 
for new prison construction. This will 
ensure that the bill's truth-in-sentenc
ing provisions can be enforced so prison 
will not be a revolving door. 

The bill will root out crime with pre
vention programs, including keeping 
schools open after hours and on week
ends, and providing job training and 
job creation in high-crime areas. 

To fight domestic violence, the bill 
will fund the Violence Against Women 
Act. Right now, if you assault a strang
er, you go to jail. If you assault your 
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spouse, you get therapy. The Violence 
Against Women Act brings an end to 
this backward system. It provides new 
Federal penalties for interstate spousal 
abuse and stalking. 

And it includes provisions to train 
the police in how to deal with domestic 
violence. 

Out of 178,000 radio calls to the police 
relating to domestic violence, less than 
7 percent result in arrests. 

Clearly, we need to train our police 
better then we have been doing. This 
crime bill will accomplish that goal. 

The bill will fund model intensive 
grants that enable high-crime areas to 
implement comprehensive and inten
sive anticrime efforts. 

The bill requires mandatory drug 
treatment for prisoners; almost every 
expert agrees that drug rehab dras
tically reduces the number of repeat 
offenders. 

The bill requires drug courts for non
violent drug offenders, freeing up court 
space for trying violent crimes. 

The bill creates local partnership 
grants that will provide Federal sup
port for the unique, successful pro
grams developed by each community to 
combat crime within its jurisdiction. 

This is not pork, it is prevention. 
And those who refuse to distinguish be
tween the two are engaging in the most 
cynical kind of politicking. 

Mr. Speaker, some people say that 
the crime bill needs to be changed so 
that it will pass. 

Some have suggested stripping the 
assault weapons ban out of it. I say no, 
a thousand times no. It is a travesty 
that a narrow special interest, far out 
of step with the will of most Ameri
cans, is able to block this provision. If 
this Congress is unable to take assault 
weapons off the streets, then we should 
fly the white flag of surrender over the 
Capitol dome instead of the Stars and 
Stripes. 

I think this bill does not need to 
change. It is Congress that needs to 
change. 

It would be a crime to vote against 
it. 

0 1940 

PASS THE CRIME BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle
woman from Georgia [Ms. McKINNEY] is 
reqognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
crime bill has been kidnaped. The 
toughest, most balanced plan this Con
gress can pass has been hijacked and 
held hostage by the special interest 
terrorists. I want to take this oppor
tunity to salute the brave Republicans 
who stood up to an enormous amount 
of pressure from the NRA and from 
within their own ranks. They put par
tisanship aside and did what was right 
for this country. 

I am sure that those who voted 
against the rule had their reasons. The 
American people should make the dis
tinction between those who voted 
against the rule out of moral objection 
to the death penalty and those who 
voted against the rule out of fear or 
partisan politics. 

The forces that have kidnaped the 
crime bill threatened individual Mem
bers where it hurts the most, in their 
bid for reelection. There were threats 
to cut funding and run real Repub
licans against any that voted for the 
rule. The American people need to 
know that the crime bill is being held 
hostage by the propaganda of partisan 
politics. 

The kidnapers' ransom note says 
that they want to cut the prevention 
money that goes to programs like mid
night basketball, gang prevention 
grants, and other programs that get at 
the root causes of crime in our young 
people. The kidnapers believe that the 
only way to solve crime in America is 
after the fact. In other words, a crime 
has to be committed and that person be 
caught before anything can be done. 
The ransom note should read, "We 
don't want children to have a book or 
basketball in their hands. They should 
have an Uzi or an AK-47 instead." 

By delaying this crime bill the spe
cial interests have done more than put 
our children at risk. They have kid
naped the Violence Against Women 
Act, the child pornography provisions, 
rural drug enforcement grants, the 
death penalty provisions, 100,000 new 
police officers, and the prevention pro
grams. As many as 100,000 new police 
officers will be the first line to prevent 
crime. Police Chief Dan Norris of the 
Monticello Police Department wrote to 
me about the need for additional police 
officers to help turn the tide of the 
drug war in Jasper County. What am I 
to say to Police Chief Norris and my 
constituents that live in the crossfire? 
Sorry, your policemen have been kid
naped? 

There has been a lot of talk about 
this crime bill being a social spending 
bill. Let us look at the facts and let the 
American people decide: 72 percent of 
the money in the crime bill will go to 
police and prisons. Another 13 percent 
goes to programs like the violence 
against women and drug courts. The 
prevention programs add up to less 
than 15 percent of the entire bill. So, 
contrary to the Republican line, this 
bill is not laden with pork. This bill is 
carefully crafted with an ounce of pre
vention and pound of punishment. 

Now I would like to thank the Mem
bers of the freshman class of the 103d 
Congress for joining me here tonight in 
support of the crime bill. I would like 
to thank the freshmen who partici
pated in this series of crime bill special 
orders: The gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. BISHOP], the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. BARRETT], the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT], the gentle
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON], the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. ESHOO], the gentlewoman 
from New York [Mrs. MALONEY], and 
the gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms. 
FURSE]. I would also like to take a mo
ment to congratulate the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS], the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], 
Chairman BIDEN and all of the Repub
licans who worked in good faith to pass 
this crime bill. This hour has been 
dedicated to the young people and their 
parents, to the policemen and to all 
Americans who live every day and 
night in fear and who merely want to 
feel safe once again. 

Mr. Speaker, America deserves this 
crime bill. We encourage our col
leagues to hear us, to hear the pleas of 
average, ordinary Americans and pass 
this crime bill. 

THE HEALTH CARE BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, even though 
the official debate on health care has not 
begun in the House, it is extremely important 
to provide the American people with as much 
information about this legislation as possible. 

American families and businesses will expe
rience a dramatic change in the way they re
ceive and pay for health care if the Clinton/ 
Gephardt bill is adopted. 

Despite claims by the Clintons that their pro
posal-reincarnated in the Clinton-Gephardt 
package-is designed to help middle-income 
people, a commonsense analysis of the plan 
shows that is simply not true. 

In fact, instead of improving the health in
surance and financial health of middle-income 
families, the Clinton-Gephardt bill provides ex
pensive and inefficient coverage for a rel
atively small number of people, charging hard
working, middle-income Americans for the 
massive program. 

As economist Martin Feldstein noted in a re
cent Wall Street Journal column: 

If President Clinton really wanted to help 
middle-income people, he would focus on the 
health insurance issue that he knows is its 
primary concern: the ability to maintain ex
isting coverage after a job change or the loss 
of an employed spouse. 

Instead, the Clintons and the Democrats in 
Congress have devised a system that forces 
the employers of middle-income Americans to 
provide costly insurance policies designed by 
Congress or Federal bureaucrats. 

Imposing this implicit payroll tax on employ
ers and employees will hit small businesses
which shouldered the bulk of the Clinton tax 
hike last year-especially hard. 

It does not matter whether employer man
dates are employed now or triggered at some 
point in the future-they are wrong. 

Even with employers paying 80 percent of 
premium costs, employees will be left to pay 
substantial premiums out of their own pockets 
because the plan mandates such a benefit
rich health care policy. 
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For the typical married couple, the required 

out-of-pocket premium would be $872 a year. 
The administration itself has acknowledged 
that more than 40 percent of Americans could 
face higher out-of-pocket premiums under the 
Clinton plan than they do today. 

The high-priced benefit package that the 
Clinton-Gephardt will would force all Ameri
cans to buy would also reduce wages as em
ployers would be forced to find a way to cover 
cost of the more expensive plan. 

But as study after study has shown, the im
pact on middle-income workers will not end 
with lower wages. A recent JEC compilation of 
studies shows that an employer mandate-like 
the one the Clintons are trying to sell the 
American people-will kill jobs outright. 

While the studies vary widely in their meth
odologies and assumptions, they all point to 
massive job loss. According to the survey, 
those at greatest risk of losing their jobs are 
low- and middle-income workers. 

The cost of the proposal-seen in both 
lower wages and higher out-of-pockets 
costs-will hit young Americans just entering 
the work force and those beginning families 
particularly hard. 

Mr. Speaker, instead of adopting a jobs-de
stroying, government-controlled health care 
plan, we should enact meaningful reform 
which includes malpractice reform, a reduction 
in administrative costs through streamlining 
and eliminating unnecessary duplication, and 
relief from many of the burdensome State 
mandates. 

To expand access, we need to equalize the 
tax advantages of buying insurance, provide 
tax credits for low- and middle-income tax
payers, and vouchers for the very poor to pur
chase insurance. 

In addition, everyone should be allowed to 
save, tax-free, for future medical expenses. 
Through a medical savings account, individ
uals and families could save for minor medical 
costs such as annual checkups and minor ill
nesses and purchase a catastrophic insurance 
policy for major expenses. 

Mr. Speaker, as we begin the debate on this 
critical subject, we must keep in mind our 
overriding goals. 

Instead of adopting policies that rob hard
working middle-income Americans through 
higher taxes and premiums, we need to act 
responsibly to give all Americans security and 
work to expand coverage to those who do not 
have it, without jeopardizing the quality of care 
now available. 

D 1950 

HEALTH CARE REFORM AND THE 
MIDDLE CLASS 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore (Mr. 
FARR of California). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
when the American people voiced sup
port for the President's call for health 
care reform, I joined then but, they 
didn't mean they wanted to pay more 

to receive less. But, that is just what 
will happen under the Clinton-Gep
hardt plan to "reform" our Nation's 
health care system. In fact, this at
tempt to expand coverage to the 15 per
cent of Americans who are uninsured, 
will leave the vast majority of Ameri
cans who already have insurance cov
erage far worse off. These Americans, 
largely referred to as the middle class, 
will pay more for less care, less choice, 
and less quality under the Clinton-Gep
hardt proposal. 

By requiring employers to pay for up 
to 80 percent of their employees' health 
insurance premiums, the Clinton-Gep
hardt bill posses an enormous eco
nomic threat to the middle class. Let's 
be honest. Employees don't get a free 
ride when employers are forced to pay 
for benefits they can't afford. As em
ployers struggle to pay for yet another 
costly government mandate, they will 
reduce wages for middle-class workers 
and raise prices for middle-income con
sumers. 

While the middle-income Americans 
and hardworking employers pay more, 
low-wage firms and low-income em
ployees will be subsidized under the 
Clinton-Gephardt plan. Low-income 
workers might be better off, but the 
middle class will pay for it in the form 
of lower wages and increased taxes. Is 
this the reward for working hard and 
playing by the rules? We want to re
store the American dream, not tear 
down what's good and right and honest. 

Not only will the middle class pay 
more for their own coverage and the 
coverage of others, they will get less. 
The Clinton-Gephardt bill will restrict 
choice for middle income Americans, 
requiring every person regardless of 
age, sex, and income, to purchase a 
one-size-fits-all, government-defined 
benefits package. That means the Gov
ernment will force even those Ameri
cans who are happy with their insur
ance coverage to pay for benefits they 
may not want or need. Don't we have 
enough bureaucracy? Our Government 
is already to big and spends too much. 
Why are we even considering allowing 
it to expand? 

Perhaps most troubling is that the 
middle class, and all Americans for 
that matter, will be forced to accept a 
reduced quality of care under the Clin
ton-Gephardt bill. You see, their bill 
would place a limit on the amount that 
Americans can spend on health care, 
including medical and pharmaceutical 
research and development. Simply 
stated, there will be less money avail
able to provide more medical care to 
more people. In order to pay for the in
creased demand, the middle class will 
be forced to spend more and receive 
less. . 

Canada's attempt to impose spending 
limits has had tragic results. There are 
countless stories, but I have in my 
hand a letter from one of my constitu
ents who recently visited Niagara 

Falls, Canada. Mr. Anders was unfortu
nate enough to have had a small stroke 
during his stay there. He went to the 
local emergency room but, he received 
no treatment or care in this Canadian 
emergency room where he was left 
alone in seizures totally unattended for 
over 4 hours. You see, the hospital had 
more patients than beds and was ex
tremely understaffed. Upon finding out 
that he was an American, a doctor ad
vised Mr. Anders that he could be 
transferred to the United States where 
"they have good health care." In my 
view, and the view of Mr. Anders, the 
United States doesn't have a crisis in 
health care, Canada does. 

Mr. Anders says this in his letter: 
I think every liberal that wants a single 

payer system should spend a night with a 
stroke in a single payer system. 

Mr. Speaker, clearly the President 
and the democratic leadership are out 
of touch with middle-class Americans. 
These folks don't want to pay more to 
receive less choice, less quality, and 
less care. They want health care secu
rity so that they can keep the care 
they already have. 

Fortunately, there are alternatives 
to the Clinton/Gephardt bill. These pro
posals, including Republican and bipar
tisan bills, address the real needs of 
Americans, making heal th care and 
heal th insurance more affordable and 
ensuring that coverage can never be 
taken away due to illness or a change 
in jobs. Consumers will continue to 
have choice and quality without new 
taxes, without increased bureaucracy, 
or without rationed care. 

THE BUDGET SHOULD BE 
BALANCED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
budget should be balanced, the treas
ury should be refilled, public debt 
should be reduced, the arrogance of of
ficialdom should be tempered and con
trolled, and the assistance to foreign 
lands should be curtailed, lest Rome 
become bankrupt. 

These words were written by Cicero 
in Rome in 63 B.C. Yet today they still 
are instructive to the United States 
Government. And I would like to tell 
you that I am an intellectual erudite 
who reads these kinds of things in his 
spare time, rather than Michael 
Crighton and Tom Clancy, but I do not . 
want to say that. 

This letter was sent to me by a man 
named Thomas McCaw, of Corpus 
Christi, TX. And why a gentleman from 
Texas would be writing a Representa
tive from Georgia who he cannot vote 
for and really in most cases letters like 
this get thrown away, at first puzzled 
me. 

Then when I think about it, I think 
about the public debt and the country. 
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You know, we are elected from one 

district, but we are not elected to rep
resent that district only. We are elect
ed, all 435 of us, to represent the United 
States of America. And the public debt 
is everyone's business. There are 435 of 
us who must have a plan, individually 
or collectively, or in a unified ap
proach, to balance this debt and do 
something about it. 

Now, Mr. Mccaw in his letter said 
the Roman Empire took four centuries 
after Cicero's prediction to become 
bankrupt. With modern communica
tions, the USA will require less than 
four decades. You can stop this by 
matching outgo with income, paying 
off the debt, eliminating your excess 
expenditures, and eliminating all for
eign expenditures. 

Well, of course, one of the things we 
debate about is how we spend money 
and what is excessive and what is not. 
I think if you go back to his first point, 
matching the outgo with the income, 
one of the things that I have learned as 
we debate the budget and the debt is 
that in 1980, the total revenues were 
about $500 billion. Today I believe they 
are about one million. During that 
time, unfortunately, we have outspent 
the revenues every year, including this 
one, and this one we are going into. 
Certainly during that. period of time, 
there were Republicans in control of 
the White House, but the Democrats 
were in control of Congress. The Re
publicans and the Democrats had joint 
control of the Senate. 

So anybody who says it is a Ronald 
Reagan legacy or it is a Bill Clinton 
phenomenon is fooling his or herself. 
This is an American problem. It has 
been going on in a bipartisan fashion 
now ever since I believe 1969, when we 
had the last balanced budget under 
President Richard Nixon. 

We need to deal with this thing. We 
are dealing right now with crime, it is 
front and center stage, health care is 
center stage. But as we make these de
cisions, we have to say, OK, the crime 
bill is good or bad, but we also always 
need to ask who is going to pay for it 
and how. 

Health care, a lot of proposals are on 
the table right now. Some of them call 
for massive new taxes, some of them 
call for cuts in Medicare. But they all 
call for new spending. 

As we look at $4.4 trillion and realize 
that each year we have a deficit we are 
adding to that debt, we need to do the 
responsible thing and make sure that 
the centerpiece of every bill that we 
look at, every piece of legislation, is 
how is it going to affect the deficit and 
how is it going to affect the debt. 

So as we have these important de
bates going right now, Mr. Speaker, I 
thought it was important for us to be 
mindful of our debt, and the people like 
Mr. Mccaw from Corpus Christi, TX, 
and the fact that I have 589,000 people 
in the district that I represent is im-

portant, but what I guess is more im
portant is the 260 million across Amer
ica that will be paying that debt, ei
ther. by being forced to or by default or 
voluntarily. But we as Members of Con
gress need to take the lead. 

THE CRIME BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to talk about the crime bill during 
my 5 minutes. I would like to express 
some real concern that in the process 
of debating this bill, a lot of misin
formation has been discussed that has 
really I think distorted the issue. Can
didly, I have tremendous concern that 
in the end what we have been doing is 
bashing up on the cities. 

D 2000 

I believe we need a crime bill. I be
lieve we need to have a strong law en
forcement component. I believe we 
need more prisons. I also believe that 
we need a preventative part to this leg
islation. 

I represent a district that includes 
some of the wealthiest in the country, 
and yet it has one of the poorest cities 
in the country, Bridgeport, CT. A few 
years ago it attempted to go bankrupt. 
It simply was running out of resources. 
And it is coming back from the brink, 
and we are real proud of what Bridge
port is doing. 

But it is really a tale of two cities, a 
Fairfield or a Greenwich and a Bridge
port. In my suburban communities, it 
would be hard for many constituents to 
imagine what it is like to raise a kid in 
an urban area like Bridgeport. During 
the Memorial Day parade, I had the in
credible pleasure of marching in the 
parade at Fairfield, and there were so 
many people on both sides of the 
street. 

It was about 2 miles in length. It was 
just filled with people. And we were at 
the beginning of the parade. By the 
time the parade ended and when I had 
reached the destination, I got to review 
the rest of the parade. It went on for 
about 2 or 3 hours. 

The parade consisted of one group of 
children after another: Indian guides, 
Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, soccer teams, 
little league teams, football teams, 
just a plethora of organizations for 
young people. 

That would not happen in my city of 
Bridgeport. There would not be this 
kind of community involvement. There 
would not be these kind of activities 
for my young kids. 

In a town like Fairfield, the young 
children have to decide what not to do. 
Their problem is getting overloaded. In 
a city like Bridgeport, when a kid is 
out after 2:30 at school, there is simply 
nothing ·for him to do or her to do. 

There are no activities at ail. If you go 
to a public housing project, you might 
see an improved situation because we 
are improving this public housing. But 
inside you will see a mother trying to 
make a home. But on the door will be 
padlocks and chains. The kids are ar
rested at night. 

I just make the point to you that I 
believe with all my heart and soul that 
we need to build more prisons and we 
need more police. And I argue for that 
and I want it part of the bill. But I just 
do not see how we can leave out the 
preventative side of this legislation. 
We simply have got to deal with the 
young people in these urban areas. 

So there have been tremendous com
plaints about what is on the preventa
tive side. I take strong exception to 
those who talk about it as being pork. 
The general public has accepted this is 
more of a pork bill than a crime bill. 

In judgment it is a crime bill with 
some strong preventative measures. I 
just plead for this country to have 
some sense that we have got to deal 
with our young children in our urban 
areas. 

I weep for our kids in our urban 
areas. And if this debate is about pork 
and it forgets about the kids in these 
areas, one of the things that just 
amazes me, it is true, the bill grew by 
the time it went for the Senate, from 
the Senate to the House to the con
ference. I mean, it was 27.8 in the 
·House. And by the time it came back 
from the conference, it was 33. But I 
submit that the 33 was not in the pre
vention side. It is not on the side that 
it has been accused of having all these 
programs that people, some people, 
particularly in suburban areas, do not 
want kids in urban areas evidently to 
.have. 

I just make the point to you, those 
numbers did not go up. What went up 
in the bill from the House to the con
ference was 5.5 in law enforcement to 
13.9. What made the bill more expen
sive was more law enforcement and not 
preventative. 

I just conclude by saying that I just 
hope in the next day or two we get to 
focus back on how we can deal with 
crime both from an enforcement and a 
preventative side and what can we do 
to help our cities. The mayors came 
down and they presented their case. 
They are in there. They are working 
day and night on these issues. Congress 
cannot turn a deaf ear to it. 

EXTENSION OF GSP BENEFITS TO 
BELARUS AND UZBEKISTAN
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 103-293) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
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objection, referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am writing to inform you of my in

tent to add Belarus and Uzbekistan to 
the list of beneficiary developing coun
tries under the Generalized System of 
Preferences (GSP). The GSP program 
offers duty-free access to the U.S. mar
ket and is authorized by the Trade Act 
of 1974. 

I have carefully considered the cri
teria identified in sections 501 and 502 
of the Trade Act of 1974. In light of 
these criteria, and particularly the 
level of development and initiation of 
economic reforms in Belarus and 
Uzbekistan, I have determined that it 
is appropriate to extend GSP benefits 
to these two countries. 

This notice is submitted in accord
ance with section 502(a)(l) of the Trade 
Act of 1974. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 17, 1994. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FARR of California). Under the Speak
er's announced policy of February 11, 
1994, and June 10, 1994, the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I intend 

this evening to focus my remarks on 
health care. But before I go to those 
comments, I just would like to come 
back to the extraordinarily gracious 
and important statement that we have 
just heard from the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

CRIME BILL 

It seems to me that in this time of 
really over-heated rhetoric and ex
treme partisanship, what the gen
tleman is really trying to do is heal 
and bring together Members of both po
litical parties so we can get a good 
crime bill passed. 

I think what he has done is excep
tionally important, because I am of the 
view that you only get to write a per
fect crime bill in your dreams. The fact 
of the matter is, we will never have a 
crime bill in this institution that is 
not opposed from one quarter or an
other. That is always going to be the 
case. 

So what we are going to have to do is 
look to the best in the law enforcement 
area and put a special focus on more 
police. My community has one of the 
country's most innovative community 
policing programs. This legislation lets 
us build on that. 

We ought to focus, as the gentleman 
has, on additional prison space, be-

cause that is an important deterrent. 
And we also have to focus on preven
tive kinds of services. 

We know, for example, and the gen
tleman represents an urban area, as I 
do, that crime feeds on poverty and de
spair. And so when you have an oppor
tunity for good preventive programs, 
for example, that train young people, 
for employment in the private sector, 
it seems to me, as the gentleman from 
Connecticut has just indicated, what 
the Congress ought to do is move and 
move quickly to pass that legislation 
and make those resources available to 
the American people. 

We know that the Federal Govern
ment does not have all the answers to 
the crime problem. But what we know 
is that the Federal Government can be 
a better partner to local communities. 

I yield to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] for a few addi
tional moments of discussion on this 
matter, because what he has done, in 
my view, is especially important at 
this time, as Congress looks to possibly 
adjourning for the summer recess, but 
doing it in a way that ensures that be
fore Congress goes home, a strong 
crime bill, built on tough deterrence, 
so that those who perpetrate violence 
on our streets are dealt with, but also 
a bill that focuses, as the gentleman 
has correctly said, on preventive pro
grams, such as job training that can 
get our young people in the private sec
tor. 

I yield to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding and also to have 
a bit of a dialog. 

I just do not think we can emphasize 
enough that there is almost $14 billion 
for what we would call straight law en
forcement, cops on the beat. Policemen 
went up in the House bill to the con
ference $5.4 billion. 

The overall bill went up 5.6. It is true 
there was a reduction of about $3.5 bil
lion from prisons, but we still left over 
$10 billion for the construction of pris
ons. 

My problem in our State is not the 
building of prisons right now. It is how 
do we pay to operate them once they 
are built? We have so many. But we do 
need to make sure that people who are 
sent to prison stay there, and we need 
to help local governments as well as 
State governments. 

I believe strongly, as I know the gen
tleman does, that law enforcement is 
essential. 

D 2010 
There are some of us who would like 

to see the sexual predator bill put back 
in, which passed the House, and the 
issue of rape penalties, which also 
passed both the House and ~enate. 

We would like to see some reduction 
in this bill, because as the gentleman 
points out, this is not a perfect bill. We 

had our day. The rule failed, and there 
has to be some adjustment. The ques
tion is, where do these adjustments go? 

I just do not want the whipping boy 
to be the programs that are preventa
tive, that are absolutely essential to 
helping young children have meaning
ful activities. I cannot emphasize 
enough that our children in our subur
ban communities have the opportuni
ties they have to lead constructive 
lives, plus in many cases they have 
two-parent families, and in our urban 
areas we see a big difference. 

I think both you and I could agree 
that to some measure the welfare state 
has failed us. I certainly think 12-year
olds having babies and 14-year-olds who 
are selling drugs and 15-year-olds kill
ing each other and 18-year-olds that 
cannot read their diplomas is in part 
the legacy of the welfare state, but 
that is not something we can solve in 
this bill. 

We have a short-term need to address 
activities, meaningful, whether they 
are employment, recreational, tutorial. 
After-school programs in Bridgeport do 
not exist unless we have some help 
from either the State or Federal Gov
ernment. If we have that kind of help, 
the gentleman will see many of these 
young kids who find themselves choos
ing to be part of a gang for fellowship 
and protection choosing to reject it. 

Mr. Speaker, my sense is the gentle
man's point is well taken. We will not 
find the perfect bill. In our dreams we 
will, and we could write it, and prob
ably our bills would differ, but I would 
just like to see the rhetoric of bashing 
the municipalities, bashing programs 
that we know are working-and in 
some cases, we are not creating these 
new programs. They exist. We are tak
ing programs that work. 

Midnight basketball has taken a 
great hit. It starts at 9 o'clock. You 
cannot participate in these programs 
unless you are willing to hear a lecture 
from the police chief or a police officer 
or a social worker or someone who 
wants to talk about job opportunities, 
getting these young kids to dream. I 
would like to think that someone 
would choose to be in their community 
with activities, instead of be in jail be
cause there are activities there. 

I really thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and also for being so extraor
dinarily generous, which is kind of the 

·way in this House, sometimes. I just 
want the gentleman to know I have 
tremendous admiration for him and his 
kindness in having this dialog. 

Mr. WYDEN. I thank my friend. Let 
me just pick up for a moment on a cou
ple of the points the gentleman has 
made, and continue this a bit. 

First, Mr. Speaker, I think the gen
tleman is absolutely right about the 
importance of the sexual predator pro
vision that is being discussed. I think 
many of us are especially concerned 
about this. We see these kinds of prob
lems across our country. They are not 
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isolated and rare aberrations. I as a 
Democrat am very hopeful that it will 
be possible to get that addressed in the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to talk 
for a moment on the point the gen
tleman has made about the importance 
of these after-school programs for 
young people who are at risk and are 
getting involved in gangs. 

What we know, and there is substan
tial evidence on this, is that a lot of 
the young people that are getting in 
trouble, that are getting caught up in 
the gangs and involved with drugs and 
violence and sexual promiscuousness 
and all of the problems that we see our 
young people facing, they go home to 
an environment where there is no par
ent there. Very often these are single
parent households. You have a parent, 
for example, struggling very often at 
two jobs until 7, 8, 9 o'clock at night. 

Mr. Speaker, at home in my home
town, in Portland, OR, the schools get 
out at 2:30, 3:00, somewhere in that vi
cinity. You do not have to be a rocket 
scientist to figure out that if the 
youngsters have nothing to do between 
3 p.m. and 8 or 9 o'clock in the evening 
when the parents get off work, that 
that is an invitation to trouble, an in
vitation to the kinds of gang activities 
and drugs and violence that the gen
tleman is talking about. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that 
he has hammered at the idea of after
school programs. To tell you the truth, 
I would like to see this country go far 
further in terms of after-school pro
grams. 

We have in my district a situation 
where in a number of schools, the stu
dents that are doing well, that have 
been lucky enough to come from good 
families and good upbringing, they ac
tually stay after school and help the. 
youngsters that have not been so fortu
nate, help the youngsters with anti
drug counseling and things of that na
ture. I am told by school administra
tors that in our district, if they could 
have a faculty member even part-time 
to go even further in the after-school 
programs that the gentleman is talk
ing about, that that would save us a 
whole lot of money down the road in 
terms of welfare, public assistance, ju
venile justice, these kinds of problems. 

I am happy to yield further to the 
gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. SHAYS. You have hit it. In the 
city of Bridgeport we have a school 
called Longfellow School. The prin
cipal, with the community and some of 
the parents and some of the adult orga
nizations, set up a Saturday school 
program. They were curious. 

They said: "We are going to have 
some academics and we are going to 
have some more recreational kinds of 
activities. They might learn karate, 
they might do dancing, but they will 
learn how to look for a job. They will 
learn skills about why it is important 

to show up on time and so on, things 
that some might just take intuitively 
in your own family environment, you 
pick it up." 

They were amazed with how many 
young people signed up. There were so 
many, there were hundreds of young 
kids who signed up for this program on 
a Saturday, to come to school. They 
were in school Monday through Friday, 
and yet they wanted to come to school 
on Saturday and do academic pro
grams, but they also did other things, 
like chess. I have to tell you, one of the 
great joys was to see this chess team 
play one of the suburban schools and 
win. It was really precious to see that. 

It is also touching to see a very well
dressed, well-trained suburban football 
team, and then see one of the urban 
schools come and play them. They do 
not have the uniforms, they do not 
even have a bus. They come in some
times in cars, or in a few vans, and I 
saw a few of these kids after they had 
lost pretty badly to the suburban team 
have to hitchhike back to their school 
district. 

Mr. Speaker, I just have to tell you, 
I felt so darned guilty with the fact 
that we have allowed this debate to de
teriorate to the point where we are for
getting what we are talking about. It is 
like someone, all they have to do is say 
"pork, pork, pork"; they do not have to 
document-they do not have to talk 
about it. They can give people the feel
ing that this bill became expensive be
cause of pork. 

If they are talking abut why it be
came expensive, the reason it did was 
all the enforcement side. I am repeat
ing myself, but the preventative side 
stayed at about $6 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, I just thank my col
league for giving me this opportunity 
to have more than 5 minutes, because ·I 
needed that, and I just think that those 
of us who represent urban areas have 
got to be more willing to speak out 
about this. It is almost like because 
you don't like to spend a lot of money, 
and I vote to cut a lot of programs, we 
have got to be willing to step up here 
and say "enough is enough." 

We have got to pay attention to what 
is happening to our urban areas. We 
have got to realize that you need 
strong enforcement, you need prisons 
for people who break the law, and you 
need preventative activities to get 
these kids to be productive members of 
society. 

If I could just indulge a little more 
on the gentleman's time, I would like 
to say that ultimately I think the solu
tion of the cities is not all that com
plex. We nee~ to rebuild them, not bail 
them out. We need to bring businesses 
back into our urban areas so businesses 
can: pay taxes and create jobs. That is 
what we have to do, but we cannot do 
that overnight. 

In the meantime, let us start with 
some of these programs, which are not 

• 

new, which are working, which are out 
there. There just need to be more of 
them. 

Mr. WYDEN. The gentleman is abso
lutely right. There is no question that 
effective anticrime programs in the 
inner city are a prerequisite to growing 
businesses. It is not very likely that 
folks are going to locate or folks are 
going to be willing to put risk capital 
on the line for expansion if they fear 
that their employees are going to get 
clubbed over the head when they try to 
come in for work in the morning. 

To me, what the gentleman has done 
that is so helpful is, first, indicate the 
desire to help bring the House together 
and heal some of the divisions that we 
have seen over the last few days, and 
second, and equally important, simply 
set the record straight. 

D 2020 
I was watching one of the CNN shows 

yesterday, one of our colleagues was 
debating, and the debating partner 
said, the majority of money in the 
crime bill goes for pork and prevention. 
It was repeated and it was repeated. So 
I assume millions of viewers got the 
sense at the end of the show that this 
was the case and the vast majority of 
money was spent for prevention. 

As the gentleman knows, more than 
70 percent of the money in this bill 
goes for the deterrence side of the law 
enforcement effort-police and prisons 
and assistance to local communities. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that folks that 
are listening and watching the effort to 
bring Democrats and Republicans to
gether will also pick up on that figure, 
because I think it is so important. The 
majority of the dollars in this bill is 
not even open to question in terms of it 
being for law enforcement. That is 
where the money goes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman for any comments. 

Mr. SHAYS. I would just like to 
thank the gentleman for using some of 
his time to discuss heal th care to dis
cuss what truly is an extraordinarily 
important issue, and to say that who 
knows what is going to happen in the 
next few days, but I hope in the end our 
country wins. 

Mr. WYDEN. I think the country can 
win if the Members just pick up on the 
spirit and the concerns of the gen
tleman from Connecticut. 

I came tonight to talk about health 
care. I will spend a few minutes on 
that. But I think the country is better 
off because we have heard a little bit 
more from the gentleman from Con
necticut who is so anxious to bring this 
House together and help us get a good 
crime bill. I thank him for participat
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, let me turn just for a 
few moments to the health issue. I am 
fortunate also to have the gentleman 
from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] here, 
who comes from a State where they 
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have universal coverage, where we have 
seen that it is possible to cover all citi
zens. 

I am going to begin with just a few 
comments on the matter of senior citi
zens and how senior citizens fare in the 
health reform debate. 

I think that all of us know, and I 
have a special interest in this area, 
going back to the days when I was co
director of the Oregon Gray Panthers 
at home, we know that Medicare, 
which was enacted in 1965, was just half 
a loaf. It did not cover prescription 
drugs and long-term care and eye
glasses and hearing aids and many 
needs of the senior citizens. In fact, 
health costs have gone up so dramati
cally that now many senior citizens 
pay more out-of-pocket for their health 
care than they did when Medicare 
began in 1965. This is especially the 
case because prescriptions, a substan
tial number of seniors, millions, pay 
more than $1,000 out of pocket each 
year for their pharmaceuticals, and 
millions more need long-term care; 
cannot even get decent care in their 
own homes. 

I think it is especially important in 
this health reform effort that any bill, 
and particularly the bipartisan bills 
which in my view are so critical to get
ting this job done right, adequately ad
dress the concerns of the Nation's sen
ior citizens. 

The majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], has 
taken an approach which I think has a 
strong consensus behind it. What the 
majority leader is saying in his ap
proach to dealing with the concerns of 
the elderly is that there are savings to 
be found in the Medicare Program. 
There are areas where we can make the 
program more efficient without harm
ing existing Medicare services. What 
the majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], seeks 
to do is to take those dollars saved by 
making Medicare more efficient and, in 
effect, reinvesting them in new bene
fits and new services for seniors, such 
as long-term care and prescription 
drugs. I happen to think that that 
makes a great deal of sense, and I have 
heard the majority leader, to his cred
it, indicate that he is very open to 
hearing suggestions from Members of 
Congress of both political parties on 
how that might possibly be improved 
upon. 

There is another approach that is 
being discussed. It is the one that was 
drafted and developed by our colleague, 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Row
LAND]. I have served with the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND] on 
the Health Committee for a number of 
years and a more decent and caring in
dividual in my view simply cannot be 
found than the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. ROWLAND]. But I think we have 
to do better for our senior citizens than 
the approach that is being offered in 

the Rowland bill. What the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND] and a 
number of our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle propose doing in their 
bill is, in effect, taking a substantial 
portion of the Medicare trust fund, 
more than $60 billion, and simply 
spending it on matters unrelated to the 
elderly. 

So here we are in a situation where 
we have a very rapidly growing, aging 
population, the demographics are re
lentless, we will have many more sen
iors in our country; yet the approach 
offered by our colleague, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND] 
simply takes $60 billion out of the Med
icare trust fund and spends it on unre
lated matters. Instead of taking the ap
proach that our colleague, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] 
has taken, who wants to find Medicare 
savings and reinvest them in long-term 
care and prescriptions, the approach of
fered by the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. ROWLAND] takes the $60 billion out 
of the Medicare trust fund and at the 
same time offers not one dime for pre
scription drug coverage and not one 
dime for long-term care. As far as I can 
tell, the only reason one would go and 
take money out of the Medicare trust 
fund and not use it for prescriptions 
and long-term care is you basically 
subscribe to the theory that Willie Sut
ton gave for robbing banks. As you will 
recall, Willie Sutton said, "That's 
where we're going to look, because 
that's where the money is." 

I can see why someone might offer 
that kind of theory, but I think we can 
do better on a bipartisan basis for our 
country's senior citizens, I think we 
can do better by our elders who so 
often are getting clobbered by these 
rising prescription drug bills, by long
term care costs, and the key to doing 
better is to build on the efforts of the 
majority leader who is saying, "Let's 
find savings in the Medicare Program, 
there are efficiencies to be found,'.' and 
in order to help our Nation's seniors 
when we find those efficiencies, we will 
take those dollars and plow them back 
into the Medicare Program to provide 
some relief to vulnerable seniors faced 
with crushing long-term care and pre
scription drug bills. 

Mr. Speaker, what I would like to do 
and wrap up, if I might, is describe a 
situation where we have one of the Na
tion's senior citizens who currently re
ceives coverage through the Medicare 
Program describes how she would fare 
under the approach taken by the ma
jority leader, the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT] and describes 
how I think it would be possible for us 
in the kind of spirit that the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] 
has brought to the House this evening, 
work together to kind of build a coali
tion in both political parties to make 
sure that in health reform, our Na
tion's senior citizens get a fair shake. 

• 

Under the proposal offered by the 
majority leader, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] the Nation's 
senior citizens would continue to get 
coverage through the Medicare Pro
gram. 

So right away we have a plank that I 
think both political parties can sup
port, there is no need to frighten the 
Nation's elderly, no need to tear up the 
sidewalks and cause confusion, but to 
start, as the majority leader does, by 
in effect building on the Medicare Pro
gram. 

D 2030 
The second part of his effort is to 

make sure that our senior citizens con
tinue to have a choice of plan with un
restricted choice of physicians or a 
managed care program. This too is ex
ceptionally important. This too is 
something that I think Members of 
Congress of both political parties can 
support, because I think if there is one 
thing the American people agree on it 
is that senior citizens and others in our 
country must have access to a wide
spread range of providers. And plank 
No. 2 that Mr. GEPHARDT pursues in his 
legislation is also an effort in my view 
to try to bring together a consensus to 
make sure that seniors are well cared 
for. 

The third area is the matter of pre
scription drugs. Under this legislation 
the majority leader tries to balance the 
need for concern about cost with mak
ing sure that our seniors start getting 
some relief from the skyrocketing pre
scription bills. His proposal would add 
approximately $8.50 per month to a 
senior citizen's premium so that there 
is going to be an additional cost. But 
never again would a senior citizen have 
to pay more than a thousand dollars a 
year on prescription drugs. 

I would like to emphasize how impor
tant I believe this benefit is, because I 
remember from my days with the Gray 
Panthers constantly seeing instances 
where senior citizens could not afford 
their pharmaceuticals and seeing very 
detrimental health effects as a result. 
Many have heard the phrase that sen
iors are choosing between food and pre
scriptions. I found in my years working 
with senior citizens is what was more 
likely to happen is not that senior citi
zens would have to give up all of their 
meals to cover prescriptions, but what 
would happen is they could not afford 
to take all of their pills and their pre
scriptions in a timely way. So if a phy
sician told them to take three pills, for 
example, for 2 weeks, maybe they 
would take three pills for the first 3 
days of the prescription, but faced with 
the prospect of not being able to afford 
their pharmaceutical bills, after 3 days 
they would then have to cut back to 
two pills, and then eventually to one 
pill. Because pharmaceuticals can be so 
cost effective in terms of a treatment 
arrangement, when senior citizens are 
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in that kind of situation, not able to 
take their prescriptions in a timely 
kind of way, what is very likely to hap
pen is that their health problems will 
get worse. Some may eventually need 
hospitalization, and it is simply not 
cost effective to ignore the need for 
some prescription drug relief for our 
Nation's senior citizens. 

So I am very hopeful in the days 
ahead on a bipartisan basis the Con
gress will build on the third plank of 
the majority leader's program for sen
ior citizens, and that is to ensure that 
is a fiscally responsible way a prescrip
tion drug program is started for our el
derly. 

The majority leader in his plan goes 
on. There is coverage for annual 
mammographies. There is mental 
heal th benefits. There is not a total 
limit on the amount senior citizens 
would have to pay beginning in the 
year 2003. All of these, in addition to 
the slowdown in the part B premium 
are I think very welcomed and meas
ures that Members on both sides of the 
aisle can support and support enthu
siastically. 

But I think it is also important to 
focus on the last part of the proposal 
for seniors offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] and that 
is the creation of a new home and com
munity-based long-term care program 
for seniors. I emphasize this again as 
much out of personal experience as 
anything else. 

During my years of codirector of the 
Oregon Gray Panthers I had a chance 
to work with seniors for many years in 
developing what I think has come to be 
regarded as really one of the Nation's 
finest long-term care programs At 
home in Oregon we have . a program 
known as Project Independence. It is a 
program designed to keep our seniors 
at home. As a result of this program we 
are saving money, we are saving money 
while at the same time having one of 
the lowest rates of nursing home stays 
in the country. We have in effect revo
lutionized geriatric care, revolution
ized health care for seniors, in effect 
turned the system on its head by put
ting such a strong emphasis on cost-ef
fecti ve home heal th care. 

What this legislation does, the legis
lation offered by the majority leader is 
in effect build on the model developed 
in Oregon, the Oregon Project Inde
pendence Program. The majority lead
er did not start from scratch. The ma

·jori ty leader did not make this up out 
of whole cloth. He in effect looked to 
the models across this country like we 
see at home in Oregon through Project 
Independence, and that is what he mod
eled his home heal th care program 
around. 

So I am of the view that if the Con
gress and Members on both sides of the 
aisle look to a new home and commu
nity-based program built around what 
we have done in Oregon, and now a 

number of other States have come up 
with other very sensible kinds of mod
els, we will have a chance to do the 
best in heal th care for our seniors, 
which is to do more of what they want, 
which is to stay at home and be in the 
community and do it at a price tag 
that is less than what we face today 
when seniors are unnecessarily institu
tionalized in nursing homes. 

So let me wrap up by saying it seems 
to me we are in effect presented with 
two kinds of alternatives. One is the 
approach that we have from Dr. ROW
LAND which in effect takes $60 billion 
over the next 5 years and takes it out 
of the Medicare trust fund. At a time 
when we are going to have many more 
seniors, at a time when the demo
graphics are so clear, it takes $60 bil
lion out of the Medicare trust fund and 
instead of spending it on prescriptions 
and long-term care it spends it on mat
ters unrelated to the concerns of the 
elderly that we are discussing tonight. 

On the other hand, we have the ap
proach that the majority leader has ze
roed in on which is in effect to find 
cost-effective savings in the Medicare 
Program, find savings in the Medicare 
program that can be routed out with
out in any ways cutting existing Medi
care services. The majority leader has 
said let us take those savings and rein
vest them in the home and community
based services for the elderly and pre
scription drugs. 

I am very hopeful that in a biparti
san way, as the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS], has done for us 
tonight on the crime bill, I am very 
hopeful that I and the gentleman from 
Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE], and other 
Members of Congress can work to
gether in a cooperative kind of fashion, 
in a bipartisan fashion, so that we can 
-make sure that our seniors have a dig
nified retirement, so they are not · 
wiped out by the crushing costs of 
long-term care and prescriptions, and 
we do this in a bipartisan way as the 
country wants, and we do it in this ses
sion of Congress. 

D 2040 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE], who 
has been such a strong advocate of 
health care reform, because I know he 
believes it in his heart, but also be
cause he has seen it work day in and 
day out in his home State. I am happy 
to yield to my friend. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I am very appreciative, and I am ap
preciative even more so because your 
last statement is, in fact, what I would 
like to dwell . on for the remainder of 
the time in this special order hour. 

Not everyone has had the oppor
tunity to actually see a health plan in 
action. The description that the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] has 
given, Mr. Speaker, I think deserves a 

bit more attention in terms of the rea
son for it. 

He has very ably given what the plan 
would be in terms of the kind of cov
erage, but I think we deserve to have, 
and the people of the country deserve 
to have, a bit more of an explanation, 
a bit more perspective, if you will, 
minus the heated rhetoric that has 
been expended on the heal th care bill. I 
would like to do that at the present 
time. 

I think that the tone, if you will, 
that was established in the colloquy 
that, in effect, existed between the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] 
and the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
WYDEN] with respect to the crime bill 
offers us a bit of a model to address 
this question of long-term care and the 
overall health costs. 

I want to draw on some material that 
has been presented by the director .of 
our executive office on aging in the 
Governor's office in the State of Ha
waii, Dr. Jeanette Tacamora, an old 
friend, an expert in the area of aging, 
gerontology, and geriatrics, who testi
fied here before the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Urban Development last 
year. 

What do we mean, in fact, by long
term care? What is it that we are try
ing to do? I hope some of our col
leagues who may be observing and lis
tening in and those Americans who are 
observing and listening in to what we 
are saying this evening will give us the 
opportunity to go into that in a little 
more depth. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that I 
have learned in my political life is that 
it is the obvious that needs to be re
peated most often, because it is the ob
vious we tend to take for granted and 
forget first. 

The obvious in this instance is that 
we all know what long-term care 
means, that we all, after very sub
stantive understanding as to what is 
involved in long-term care, that we 
have a response to the phrase "long
term care" that is, in fact, meaningful 
for us and allows us to have a presen
tation for the average American that is 
comprehensible, that is understand
able, something that we are able to 
deal with in a manner that does not 
need further explication. 

I would submit to you, Mr. Speaker, 
that is not the case. Think about it. 
Long-term care refers to the full range 
of rehabilitative, medical, and support
ive social services needed by an indi
vidual who is dependent upon others 
for assistance with one or more basic 
activities of daily living, bathing, 
dressing, eating, ambulating, toileting. 
These are in fact, Mr. Speaker, what 
we are talking about. This is not an ab
straction. We are talking about human 
beings. We are talking about human 
beings who now have a life expectancy 
beyond that which was ever thought to 
be achievable by any other society. 
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Mr. Speaker, we are, in fact, in an 

era unimaginable even 50 years ago. As 
the United States of America ap
proaches the new century, as we ap
proach the turn of this century and 
enter into a new era, we literally will 
be having before us a situation in 
which millions, not hundreds, not 
thousands, millions of people will be 
living 10 and 20 and 30 years longer 
than we ever expected, and many, if 
not most, will be dealing with the fi
nancial condition and circumstance 
which was fixed 10 and 20 and 30 years 
ago which did not anticipate in any re
spect the kinds of costs that will be as
sociated with this new life expectancy. 

Mr. Speaker, I was the chairman of 
the Human Services Committee in the 
Hawaii State senate and privileged to 
serve in that capacity for a number of 
years. I can recall when we made the 
first attempts to put together long
term-care insurance, in fact, I put out 
the first bill offering businesses in Ha
waii the opportunity to have a tax de
duction if they would put forward, as 
part of the benefit package in our 
health care plan, a plan which has ex
isted since 1974, more than 20 years 
now, if they would put into that health 
plan a long-term-care insurance bene
fit. Mr. Speaker, you will be interested 
to know, and Members and the public 
will be interested to know, that I was 
defeated in that effort in great measure 
because, among other things, our own 
tax department thought that they 
might lose revenue. They did not want 
to give the businesses, and we are talk
ing in the mid-1980's now, here we are 
less than 10 years later, at a cross
roads, financial crossroads and social 
crossroads in our Nation's history, and 
in fact, the world's history; they 
thought they were going to lose reve
nue. My argument then, based more on 
instinct, and I hope educated projec
tion, as I hope in turn as a responsible 
chairman of my committee, I said at 
that time to them, "We are going to 
have to expend funds beyond that 
which is now imaginable. If you think 
you are going to lose revenue now be
cause we would be encouraging busi
nesses to provide an insurance benefit 
and long-term care," I said, "just think 
what is going to happen 10 years from 
now." 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman is making a very useful and im
portant statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE] may control the 
balance of my time this evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
FARR). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 

would be delighted to do that. 
Mr. Speaker, I believe I was at a 

point where I was indicating that as 
chair of the human services committee 

in the Hawaii State Legislature I was 
observing some dozens of people who 
were reaching an age in which we were, 
in fact, Mr. Speaker, having to come up 
with a new category. It was not just 
the elderly or senior citizens any 
longer, the euphemisms that were pop
ular in the vernacular of the time. We 
developed a designation for people as 
aging elderly. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to indicate for 
those who may not fully comprehend 
what is involved in that, when you 
have what we called the Medicaid 
spenddown, what that meant was that 
a lifetime's worth of work, generally in 
partnership with one's spouse, could be 
wiped out because of the necessity of 
meeting the criteria established for 
being poverty-stricken and eligible for 
Medicaid. In other words, your prin
cipal assets had to be expanded, had to 
be transferred, disapproved. Often that 
was, for most people, their home. 

And there was an additional element, 
Mr. Speaker. This was gender-related. 
Women outlived men, and so women 
found themselves in a situation of hav
ing all of the assets expended of the 
couple, and then finding themselves 
povert.y-stricken, and this category of 
aging elderly came in not only to exist
ence but into an expanded realm be
yond which we had no comprehension 
previously. 

So now we find people, many female, 
widowed, made poor, their assets 
stripped from them, now living under 
circumstances of dependency, medi
cally speaking, in terms of rehabilita
tion, in terms of support of social serv
ices, in the tens of thousands, in fact 
into the millions. 
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Mr. Speaker, long-term care may be 

provided either in an institutional set
ting or home- or community-based 
care, as the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. WYDEN] indicated. Long-term care 
is provided most often by para prof es
sionals, such as homemakers, personal 
care and home health aides, and fami
lies. 

We now find ourselves in a situation 
again which I anticipated in the middle 
eighties, and here we are less than 10 
years later having to deal with it, 
where family leave does not just mean 
taking care of a child, it may mean 
taking care of a parent as well. Yet we 
find situations in which the newspapers 
are now regaling us with commentary 
on how people are not just holding 
down two jobs but three jobs just in 
order to make ends meet. 

How is it possible for people to hold 
two or three jobs and at the same time 
take care of their parents let alone 
take care of their children? This is 
what is happening in the country. This 
is why it is needed. This is why the 
rhetoric has to start meeting reality. 

People say, "Who is paying for it?" 
We are paying for it now. Why should 

those people who have worked all their 
lives, sacrificed their lives, particu
larly those who have come through the 
Depression-as the President said, 
played by the rules and worked hard
why should they be stripped of every 
asset at this point? Why are we as a na
tional legislature not capable of deal
ing with this in a straightforward way? 

Is it your mother, Mr. Speaker, my 
mother, your father, my father, one of 
these statistics? They are not statis
tics to me. No one in this Nation 
should be a statistic. 

We pride ourselves in looking out for 
the individual. The only way we can do 
that is on a communal basis. We have 
to look out for each other. We have a 
choice of whether we are all in this to
gether or whether we are all on our 
own. 

According to the 1990 census-I will 
give this, I hope, a human context-31 
million Americans, 12.6 percent of the 
total population were 65 years or older. 
That is in 1990, 31 million Americans. 
Think of it in terms of individual 
human beings and their needs, compris
ing the fastest growing segment of the 
American population as well as the 
segment most likely to require long
term care. 

One of the discouraging parts about 
some of the heal th plans, all of them 
put forward in good faith, I am certain, 
but nonetheless there are still health 
plans coming forward or amendments 
coming forward which differentiate 
whether or not the plans will be more 
expensive or less expensive, depending 
on one's age, depending on what the 
likelihood of disease or incapacity is. 

In other words, just at the time when 
you are most vulnerable financially 
and physically, we say at just precisely 
that time we are going to make it more 
difficult for you to have health care in
surance. 

What has happened? 
One of the reasons I went to Hawaii, 

Mr. Speaker, was the sense of family. 
One of the reasons I am proud to rep
resent Hawaii, one of the reasons that 
I have such deep feeling about Hawaii, 
is that we have always had a tremen
dous sense of family, extended family. 

We have what we call ohana, and 
that means family, that is Hawaiian 
for family. It is an expansive word, we 
take in everybody. They took me in. 

There are no children in Hawaii 
going to go without a parent, their 
hanai. 

If you have a hanai mother or a 
hanai father, they take children be
cause they love children. It is the Poly
nesian way. They love the kapuna. 

Mr. Speaker, I was at our dinner for 
the kapuna in the valley in which I 
live, on Malama. We have an organiza
tion, Malamao Manoa. Malama is 
where I live. We honored our kapuna. 
Our kapuna are our elderly, the people 
we look to for guidance, the people 
whom we respect. There were 40-plus 
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people whom we honored. And the cri
teria is that you are at least 65 years of 
age and have lived in the valley for 50 
years. 

We are doing an oral and written his
tory of the valley by going to our 
kapuna, going to our elders, to those 
who have come before us and who are 
sharing the rich heritage and legacy of 
life in Hawaii with those of us who are 
here now so we can pass it onto those 
who are coming; the sense of balance, 
the sense of continuance that we have. 

The person living the longest, 86 
years, speaking to us and speaking 
about being in the valley for 86 years. 
Another person, 95 years. My mother, 
now 86 years of age. They have much to 
share, and yet we want to differentiate 
on the basis of age in a way that dis
advantages our seniors? How is that 
possible? How is it possible for us to 
have that attitude? 

No, I want to talk about long-term 
care and about seniors and about our 
plans in the human context. 

Mr. Speaker, that segment which is 
growing most and most quickly in our 
country, most likely to require long
term care, individuals 65 and older, are 
expected to number more than 67.5 mil
lion people, more than 22 percent of the 
population, by the middle of the next 
century. · 

Mr. Speaker, you and I may be
maybe you, but I will not be-here by 
the middle of the next century. There 
is no statistical possibility of that, I 
am sure. 

But, Mr. Speaker, are we not re
quired as members of a national legis
lature, is it not incumbent upon us to 
provide for those who are coming by 
the middle of the next century? 

No one, no one has a deeper feeling 
about the privilege of serving here in 
the House of Representatives, the peo
ple's House, than I do. 

I am sure we all share that. And I 
feel every moment that I am on this 
floor that it is my duty as well as my 
privilege to be able to legislate in a 
way that reflects the high honor that 
has been given to us by the people of 
this Nation, the opportunity to legis
late on behalf of the common good, on 
behalf of the people of this Nation and 
in fact the world. 

That is what our duty is. That is 
what we need to do in terms of long
term care in the health bill. We do not 
need to have the rhetoric of division, 
we do not need to have the rhetoric of 
confrontation. What we need is more 
collaboration, what we need is more co
operation on behalf of those who sent 
us here, on behalf of all the kapuna, on 
behalf of all the grandmothers and 
grandfathers, all of those who are our 
parents, all of those who have come be
fore us and worked so hard and put 
their faith and trust in us. 

By the year 2010, analysts project 
that the number of elderly Americans 
in need of long-term care will have 

grown from 6.2 million to at least 9 
million. I can go on with these statis
tics. 

I want us to see it in human terms. 
In the time remaining to me, Mr. 
Speaker, then I want to discuss a bit 
further what it is we are going to try 
to do to try to meet this necessity. I 
want to emphasize that word, ·this is a 
necessity, it is a national necessity. It 
is not something that NEIL ABERCROM
BIE thinks would just be desirable in a 
manner that is electorally something 
which can be beneficial to me 
electorally or to any Member here on 
the floor. It is a matter of trying to be 
straightforward and honest about what 
it is we have to do. It is not going to be 
easy. 

It does in fact have to be paid for, 
and I think we can do that. We can do 
that in one of two ways. We can do it 
where everyone, as I said, is left on 
their own to try to struggle with it as 
best they can, or we can do it as a Na
tion, all pull together. We are going to 
expand the Medicare benefit. We are 
going to have a prescription drug bene
fit that would be added to the Medicare 
program. You have to have it. My mom 
has to have it right now. We are strug
gling to find a formula right now to 
deal with some of the physical cir
cumstances that my mom has to deal 
with, at 86. 

Everybody has got a story. It is only 
a statistic until it hits you. Then, oh, 
yes, we as individuals, then we feel it; 
but we have got to feel for each other. 
The prescription part of it is one of the 
things that has to be addressed. 
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There is not anyone listening to me 

who does not have, or had at one time, 
their mom, or their dad, or their grand
ma or grandpa saying to them, "I don't 
want to be a burden to you, I don't 
want to be a burden." Is that what this 
country has come to? We will have our 
own mothers and fathers concentrating 
their emotional and psychological time 
as they approach the end of their life 
on not trying to be a burden? Think 
about it. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not the best that 
is in America. That is not the best that 
we are as Americans. That is not the 
best that we can offer as national legis
lators. Far from it. 

An unlimited prescription drug cov
erage with the cap that has been men
tioned by the majority leader, that is 
what we need as a minimum start. We 
need to cover long-term care, home and 
community based, home and commu
nity based. We want to keep people in 
their homes as long as we can, and we 
want to have such services they need 
that I have described being provided 
out in the community. 

We can do this by giving people a 
maximum amount of choice in the 
process. · That is just exactly what our 
proposal is all about .. 

Those who have suggestions to make 
it better, I cannot imagine that we 
would not be open to it. I know the ma
jority leader well, as my colleagues do, 
Mr. Speaker, and we both know that he 
is open to any suggestion with respect 
to expanding our capacity to provide 
these services. 

I do not really want to get into, al
though I am quite prepared to talk 
about, the inadequacy I see in some of 
the other bills that have been offered: 
no prescription drug benefits for sen
iors, the utilization, as the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] indicated of 
presumed Medicare savings to pay 
other bills, no long-term-care plans, no 
out-of-pocket caps for seniors, no pro
tection for continuing to limit cost in
creases. All of these things have come 
up, and all of these things can be criti
cized. I rather concentrate though on 
what we can do and what we should do 
in this area. 

In Hawaii the population over 65 is 
expected to grow dramatically in the 
coming decades. We expect it to go to 
more than one quarter of our popu
lation, possibly as much as 30 percent. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a sobering statistic 
when you put it in human terms. 

One of the things we are criticized, 
Mr. Speaker, in Hawaii for is that we 
are so healthy. In fact, in another spe
cial order I will be doing in the near fu
ture on small business and health care 
I will point out some people even refer 
to our climate as being the principal 
factor in longevity. The fact of the 
matter is on a per capita basis we prob
ably have more people living longer 
and living healthier lives than vir
tually any place in the Nation, but 
there is a cost to that where long-term 
care in Hawaii is concerned. Those who 
are older than 80 years of age will tri
ple by the turn of the century, triple. 
The cost, of course, has to be dealt 
with accordingly. Escalating costs and 
increasing utilization are a potent and 
ominous combination for Hawaii and 
its people and for the United States 
and its people. 

The Federal Government, Mr. Speak
er, as I draw to a close this discussion 
of the need for long-term care and its 
role in our health program, has been 
hesitant to this point to deal with this 
phenomenon, this unprecedented social 
phenomenon. Long-term costs, if left 
to drift on their own, Mr. Speaker, will 
increase expenditures dramatically, 
and the average family will be unable 
to cope with the situation. If there is 
anything, Mr. Speaker, that cries out 
for a national plan, if there is anything 
that demands of us that we address 
something on a nationwide basis, it is 
long-term care, and the only way we 
can do that, the only effective, effi
cient way we can do this in human 
terms, in social terms and economic 
terms is to see to it that long-term 
care is part of a national health plan, 
something that we can all be proud of 



22904 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 17, 1994 
as legislators, something that we can 
facilitate as national legislators be
cause it is, in fact, our duty and out 
time to see that that is accomplished. 

I appreciate this privilege of being 
able to address our colleagues this 
evening. 

UNDERSTANDING THE REALITY OF 
HEALTH CARE LEGISLATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FARR of California). Under the Speak
er's policy of February 11, 1994, and 
June 10, 1994, the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] is recog
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of 
the minority leader. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, it is a pleasure to be here this 
evening a little late, but it is impor
tant to talk about aspects of the health 
care bills that are before the Congress 
because people need to know. 

I am endlessly fascinated that, as I 
work in my district, people will say to 
me, "You know, I don't like what I 
hear," and, as they talk about it, you 
can see that they are, A, afraid; B, con
cerned, and that their fear and concern 
are for the quality of their health care 
first and their jobs second. 

So, their concerns are real. They are 
not light. They are not little. They are 
very deep. And they are very signifi
cant, and what interests me is that 
through what they say to me it is clear 
they get it, they really understand, 
that there is something about the 
macro bills, the big Clinton look
alikes, that does endanger their health 
care and their jobs. They do not under
stand quite why, and that is why I am 
here. I want people to understand the 
reality of these bills, the impact they 
will have on our lives to the extent 
that we currently understand it, and 
through that I want them to have the 
confidence that not just they have the 
intuition of fear but that their con
cerns are legitimate in this area or per
haps not legitimate in that area. 

So, we are here tonight to kind of lay 
out some of the problems with the Gep
hardt health care bill. These were prob
lems with the Clinton proposal. They 
are for the most part problems in the 
Mitchell proposal. But they are · prob
lems that follow from Government 
mandating health care on employers of 
all sizes and all levels of profitability. 

Now, before we get into the issue of 
employer mandates, what is being 
mandated on whom, and what will be 
the consequences, I want to indicate 
the level of my concern by illustrating 
the fact that some of the consequences 
of the bills before us are going to cre
ate profound unfairness, and in 5 years, 
and 8 years, and 10 years our constitu
ents are going to look at us and say, 
"You did this? On purpose?" Let me 
give you one example: 

In the Gephardt bill companies under 
100 cannot self-insure. Companies over 

100 can self-insure. That sounds inno
cent enough. What it means to you and 
me and the guy working next to you is 
this: 

If you work for a company under 100, 
and I work for a company over 100, and 
we get paid exactly the same wage, and 
we get exactly the same benefit pack
age, after health care reform I will get 
paid less because I work for a company 
who has fewer than 100 employees and, 
therefore, pays a community-rated pre
mium for its health care package 
which is high. My friend who works for 
an employer who has over 100 employ
ees, earning the same wage, getting the 
same benefit package, still will get 
higher wages because his premium will 
be experience rated and, therefore, 
lower. 
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people different wages and an unfair 
impact, an unfair premium cost, just 
because we did it from Washington. 

I think we have to be real careful 
that what we do from Washington does 
not make it worse for people in Amer
ica, does not give you less heal th care, 
does not make you pay more for it, 
does not erode your wage base. It is 
those unintended consequences, or 
those consequences that are less easy 
to see, that are part of what we want to 
talk about here tonight. 

But in order to understand why bills 
clearly introduced by well-intended 
people, clearly introduced by people 
who do care about individual working 
Americans, could have these effects, we 
really want to start from the begin
ning. 

I and my colleagues are going to 
start out by talking a little bit about 
what is being mandated in these bills, 
and who they are being mandated on, 
and what are going to be the con
sequences. 

First of all, what is being mandated. 
It is not simple. 

First, it is a national benefit pack
age. With every committee that the na
tional benefit package goes through, it 
grows. We are now up to a national 
benefit package in most of the Clinton
type bills that is more generous than 
all but 100 companies in America. 

Now, that is nice, but there ain't no 
free lunch. And if you are being man
dated to provide that level of benefit 
package, it is going to have con
sequences. 

The premium of that kind of benefit 
package is high. Remember, every year 
Congress is going to enlarge it. But 
that national benefit package is not 
the only thing that we are mandating. 
There are other aspects to this benefit 
package that are part of the sneak at
tack that I was talking about. 

My colleague from Loui!)iana was 
talking earlier about some of the pro
visions of the Gephardt bill that have 
the effect of expanding this national 

benefit package, not for everyone. Not 
necessarily for your competitor, but 
possible for you. 

JIM, if you would talk a little bit 
about the maintenance of efforts provi
sion in the bill. 

Mr. McCRERY. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. In fact, what is 
not generally known is that there is 
really a double mandate in the Gep
hardt-Clinton bill, and that is an em
ployer currently provides insurance for 
his employees, under the Gephardt
Clinton bill that employer must, for a 
period of several years, maintain the 
level of benefits for his employees. 
Even if that level of benefits is greater 
than the standard level of benefits set 
in the bill, which is fairly generous, as 
you pointed out, that employer, never
theless, cannot get a policy of insur
ance for his employees at that level of 
the standard benefit package. He must 
continue to provide a more generous 
package to his employees. 

That is regardless of his profitability, 
regardless of his cash flow, regardless 
of his income as an employer. That is 
just not the real world. 

As you know, particularly with small 
businesses, they live on a year-to-year 
basis, if not a month-to-month basis. 
And a package of benefits that they 
purchase for their employees this year 
may cost too much the next year. And 
in order to stay in business, because 
their profit margin is very, very slim, 
they must cut back on some of the ben
efits. That may be in paid vacation 
time, it may be in health care benefits. 
They may have to reduce the level of 
benefits in order to stay in business, in 
order to continue to employ as many 
people as they now employ. 

That is the real world, and those are 
the types of decisions that employers, 
particularly small business employers, 
have to make every year. 

So for the Federal Government to 
tell a small business person, who is 
really trying to do his best for his em
ployees, who is really trying to attract 
and keep quality employees, for the 
Federal Government to tell that em
ployer, I do not care what you have 
done in the past, how good a citizen 
you have been, how good an employer 
you have been, we are going to make 
you, regardless of your profitability, 
regardless of how your business fares in 
the next 5 years, we are going to make 
you continue to spend exactly what 
you have been spending on that fringe 
benefit. 

That makes no sense in this society, 
no sense in a free society, no sense in 
a free-market economy, and I just 
think it is important for people to 
know that not only is there a mandate 
in this bill for a standard set of bene
fits, there is a double mandate. And 
that is, Mr. Employer, if you now pro
vide a more generous package of bene
fits to your employees, you are going 
to have to keep providing that more 
generous package of benefits. 
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Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. To 

give an example of that, because it 
really hit home with me in talking 
with a small employer in my district 
who provides some dental and some vi
sion. Now, he does not provide any sub
stance abuse or any mental health, but 
he does provide some dental and some 
vision. 

Under reform, he will have to con
tinue the dental and vision, but add 
also in the substance abuse and mental 
health and all the other things in the 
national benefit package. And there is 
one more thing he will have to add. 

Now, to show you how difficult this 
is, as a member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, I sat through two se
ries of markups, I read all the mate
rial. We were all there, and it was not 
until the end of the second markup 
that we happened to ask the right 
question to find out that in addition to 
the national benefit plan and any 
maintenance of effort benefits you are 
providing, you will also be obliged to 
provide all State-mandated benefits. 

So the cost of this is going to be ex
traordinary for our businesses. Most 
businesses now self-insure in order to 
go around and get out from under the 
State mandates. In Connecticut we 
have an organization that is providing 
packages to small businesses, which 
has just come out with some new and 
exciting and lower cost packages. And 
I said to them, how much could you cut 
your premiums if you did not have to 
comply with State mandates? The an
swer was 25 percent. 

So we are going to now mandate a 
national benefit package. Then we are 
going to mandate maintenance of ef
fort. In addition we are going to re
quire all State mandates now to be 
met. So the total cost of this benefit 
package is going to be larger than most 
employers understand, and almost all 
employers will have to pay more for 
health care, and most will pay a lot 
more. 

We have also been joined tonight by 
my colleague from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS] and my colleague from 
Michigan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG]. CLIFF, I 
would like to yield to you. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding, and I 
commend the gentlewoman from Con
necticut for what she is doing tonight. 
We did this some time ago when we 
talked about the Clinton plan. This 
might be like Yogi Berra said, deja vu 
all over again, because the Clinton
Gephardt plan certainly resembles the 
original Clinton plan. 

As you will remember, when I talked 
about the mandates last time, I talked 
about some of the outside accounting 
firms, the outside different interest 
groups that scored this, not just CBO 
or OMB. And I asked them, what im
pact would the Gephardt-Clinton bill 
have on the amount of people that 
would be employed? And they looked at 

it, and I would like to share with you 
some of the statistics from that. 

Consad, a research organization that 
is reputable, estimates that between 
850,000 and 1.3 million jobs will be lost 
with the Clinton-Gephardt bill. Laura 
Tyson, the chairman of the President's 
Council of Economic Advisors, esti
mates that 600,000 will be lost. 

Citizens for a Sound Economy tells 
us according to a McGraw-Hill study 
commissioned by the CSE Foundation, 
such mandates could increase unem
ployment by as much as 900,000 when 
fully implemented. 

The NIFB, which we all respect, 
looked at this and projected the State 
of Florida, my State, would lose almost 
67,000 jobs due to the employer man
date. I have state-by-state how many 
jobs will be lost. 

So we hear a lot of talk about the im
portance of heal th care and how it 
could affect our families, but we must 
realize that if this mandate as pro
jected by the Gephardt-Clinton plan is 
instituted, we are going to have a huge 
amount of job loss across this country, 
and we should take that into consider
ation. 

In fact, I think most of us agree that 
the Clinton-Gephardt plan is even more 
draconian for small businesses than the 
original Clinton plan. So that is hard 
for many of us up here to understand, 
how we could have a bill that is more 
draconian than the Clinton plan, when 
the majority of people out in the Unit
ed States say they are against what 
they perceive as the Clinton plan. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
think that is a very important point. 
The burden in the Gephardt-Clinton 
bill is heavier than the Clinton bill on 
small business. One reason it is heavier 
is because in the Gephardt bill, they 
create what is called Medicare Part C. 

0 2120 
They are going to put 55 percent of 

Americans into a government-run 
health care program. We all know that 
those government-run programs, Medi
care and Medicaid, under-reimburse. 
They pay less than the cost of care and 
right now they are the biggest source 
of cost shifting, that is of putting costs 
on the private sector from the public 
sector. 

When they put 55 percent of all 
Americans into government-run pro
grams, they are going to increase that 
cost shift $16 billion. Which means that 
all of these businesses we are talking 
about, they are going to have this very 
large mandate put in their shoulders, 
are going to have also the cost of the 
under-reimbursement for Medicare 
Part C shifted onto them, that $16 bil
lion. They are going to have the new 
costs of the stealth repeal of State 
malpractice reform laws shifted onto 
them. 

In other words, in this bill, surpris
ingly enough, they actually repeal 

State malpractice reforms. And when 
those get repealed, costs will go up, 
both of defense of medicine and of mal
practice premiums. And so that cost is 
going to be shifted into the premium 
base. 

And lastly, there is a 2-percent tax 
on all premiums that will again raise 
the cost of the very employers. That is 
why the jobs will hemorrhage out of 
the system. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG]. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentlewoman for conducting this spe
cial order, with her background and ex
pertise in that subject area. It has been 
invaluable to a whole lot of us in the 
conference. 

I just want to relate to what you just 
said. My State of Michigan just passed 
a malpractice reform bill, and you are 
saying to me that even though that did 
lower to the satisfaction of most peo
ple, of course, obviously certainly the 
physicians and the medical commu
nity, as well as doing, I think, justice 
for the entire State, what you are say
ing to me, by virtue of the Gephardt
Clinton bill, there is a repeal mecha
nism that is calculated or incorporated 
into this process so that even though 
they do have a program in effect that 
that will be repealed or downsized or 
removed? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Abso
lutely. In all the years, and people do 
not realize that actually Congress has 
been studying this subject for years, 
not all of Congress, but some signifi
cant groups in the Congress and out
side groups, there has not been a single 
health reform proposal from any credi
ble group of Members or outside ex
perts that has not recommended good, 
solid, extensive, comprehensive mal
practice reform at the national level. 
The President's proposal was very 
weak in that area. The Republican pro
posal, to its credit, was very strong. 
The bipartisan bill is very strong in 
that area. 

But to everyone's sort of shock and 
amazement, not only is the Gephardt 
bill not strong, but it actually repeals 
progressive malpractice reform propos
als that have been adopted at the state 
level. And yes, Michigan would have to 
abide. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 
gentlewoman for making that clari
fication. I know the gentleman from 
Louisiana had another point. 

Mr. McCRERY. I just wanted to fol
low up on the gentlewoman's point of 
creating a system in which maybe half 
the population would be in a Govern
ment, direct government-controlled 
system like Medicare. You and I are 
not the only ones who fear that. 

I want to quote to the gentlewoman 
from a letter written by two demo
cratic Governors, two Governors who 
are Democrats, and two Governors who 
are Republicans. Governor Howard 
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Dean and Governor Romer, Democrats, 
and Tommy Thompson and Carroll 
Campbell, Republicans, wrote Con
gressman GEPHARDT on August 1 ex
pressing concern about the Medicare 
Part C program which would put all 
these additional millions of Americans 
into a government program. 

They said, 
We believe that America 's health care sys

tem must remain responsive to market con
ditions and should operate only with selec
tive regulation by both the Federal and state 
governments. Medicare, a government run, 
price-controlled system, does not meet that 
goal. Moreover, expanding the use of Medi
care reimbursement rates to major addi
tional portions of the health care system 
would have disruptive, if not disastrous, ef
fects on the health care delivery system. The 
Medicare program is also highly bureau
cratic and unresponsive to local needs and 
has been ineffective at controlling overall 
costs. 

That is a quote from two Democratic 
Governors and two Republican Gov
ernors who clearly agree with you that 
to force maybe half the population of 
the United States into a Medicare-like 
program is not the answer to solve our 
problems in health care. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
hope that one of these evenings we will 
take a special order and just talk about 
the implications of Medicare Part C. 
But for this special order on the impact 
of mandates, an employer mandate on 
both the job-creating capability of our 
economy and the quality of health care 
for our citizens, as well as the cost, it 
is important to recognize that just 
that portion of the Gephardt bill will 
have the effect of shifting billions of 
dollars of additional costs onto small 
businesses. That is why the job impact 
is going to be so steep. 

It is the combination of the mandate, 
of the maintenance of effort that it 
puts even more benefits in there, of the 
State mandates that now come into 
play, of the cost shifting, which is bil
lions, of the 2-percent extra in pre
mium, 2-percent extra in all premiums, 
and the malpractice reform implica
tions. What you end up · mandating is, 
indeed, a very big package of costs. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I just wanted 
to, in terms of letting to the States, 
and Michigan is just one of the 50, but 
in my first town hall hearing on health 
care, and I have had 9, I had some 450 
business people. It was billed as a busi
ness owners, small business-type 
forum. Over 450 people showed up. That 
was some months ago. At that time 
they told me the very same thing that 
you have been repeating and the gen
tlemen from Louisiana and Florida, 
that mandates are really a tax. It is 
going to do one of several things. 

Any employer, small business em
ployer facing a mandate in effect is 
facing a tax. That works, as I think 
you pointed out, several ways. It works 
as, for example, it either means that 
they have to increase prices to their 

customers. They have to cut profits. 
They have to reduce wages or benefits 
or reduce employees. And then, finally, 
if all that does not work, they have one 
option: get out of the business. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. That 
is right. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Those folks 
made it very clear to me that those 
were the options. And the last one 
might be one that they would have to 
consider. Small businesses that are 
threatened with those kinds of con
cerns do have to look at their bottom 
line. Many of the retail operations 
work on a very slim margin, and that 
favorite shop or store or restaurant 
might just go out of business because 
of mandates of this type that does not 
help any of us. It does not help any of 
our people on our States. And it cer
tainly does not help the economy. 

We seem to have a little bit of a 
building economy in Michigan these 
days, despite whatever might be taking 
place countrywide. What we should not 
want to do there, and I know across the 
country, is establish a mandate that is 
a tax that will do or create those kinds 
of problems for the small business peo
ple. 

I just wanted to cite a couple of 
things. There was a survey done by 
Governor Engler in Michigan, who has 
done, I think, a number of remarkable 
things. But the survey that they con
ducted was with a number of busi
nesses, small businesses around the 
State. 

I just wanted to indicate some quotes 
that came out of the surveys that came 
back. Incidentally, it was heavily re
sponded to , much more so than aver
age. And these were mailed out to some 
1,800 businesses. 

Here is one quote from the Michigan 
Grocers Association: 

The net effect would be fewer employees, 
both part and full time. Overtime would end 
up being cost effective or more cost effective 
than having people work 40 hours only and 
end up, therefore, with more employees. 
There will be less jobs, both part time and 
full time, in our company with these man
dates in effect. 

And then they also say in another 
case: 

If all the government red tape restrictions 
and controls continue to be put on small 
business, which employ most of the people in 
Michigan, we cannot pay for it due to the 
competitiveness of our business. 

Pricing, you can just raise the price 
a little bit, that may distort your 
sales. It may create some other prob
lems. So it is not as easy as they say. 
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They are going on to say that "We 

cannot run our business like govern
ment runs theirs because we cannot 
run a deficit, " so you look for those 
areas that you have to cut, one of 
which would be wages, or employees. 

Mr. Speaker, this is something that 
came out of a survey, and I think it 

serves to point out exactly what the 
gentlewoman has been pointing out. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
want to stay with this issue, so I'm not 
cutting you off, but I want to stay with 
this issue of the impact for a few min
utes. It is complicated. People know it 
is a problem. They do not understand 
why, really, they are so afraid of it, but 
they know they are afraid of it. 

As you go around your district, now 
Connecticut has been through probably 
as tough a recession as any State in 
the post-World War II era in the last 5 
years. We have had a truly hard time, 
because we not only had the recession 
that the Nation went through, we had 
the banking crisis, we had defense 
downsizing, all at the same time. 

We have been through very hard 
times. There are a lot of employers 
who have said to me " I would not have 
made it, but I went from a first-dollar
coverage plan to a catastrophic plan." 
They said "It was really hard t-0 do 
that, but I saved those jobs, and in 2 
years, I'm going to go back up, I'm 
going to have that full complement of 
people, and I'm going to be back up to 
a good, solid health plan for my folks. " 

One of the things people are not real
izing is that if we mandate a rigid plan 
and an SO-percent employer cost, a re
cession comes, your orders drop off, 
and then you cannot reduce your costs 
by going to a lower cost plan. You can 
only reduce your costs by laying people 
off. Finally, you can only reduce your 
costs by going out of business. 

Making a mistake by mandating too 
big a plan on businesses that cannot 
bear it will not only cost jobs, which, 
of course, is true, but more impor
tantly, it will stop the development of 
the very kinds of small businesses that 
make that next generation of employ
ers. Connecticut is an excellent exam
ple. 

Defense is going down. Our big manu
facturers are going to be smaller and 
smaller because they are primarily de
fense related. Our big insurers are 
never going to be as big in numbers of 
employees in the years ahead as they 
are today, and they are not as big now 
as they were last year. Banks are not 
going to be as big employers in the fu
ture as they have been in the past. 

If we are going to build the compa
nies of the future, you have to let the 
little guy with 5 employees become 
some guy of 10 employees, become 
some guy of 25 employees, and you 
make it harder and harder and harder 
when you put a heavy burden on them, 
and then they cannot make it when or
ders get down. 

Mr. STEARNS. Just to follow along 
on that point, when you talk about 
mandating to employers that "You 
have to pay for it," you touched on the 
mandate that the employer has to pay 
for a mandated plan. 
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This particular plan, as you point 

out, is rigid and is expensive to the em
ployer. They cannot have the flexibil
ity that they need, particularly de
pending upon the kind of health service 
they want to provide across the gamut, 
so they are forced to pay for this plan, 
which is really not tailored, maybe, for 
their small business or for their large 
business. 

When we talk about mandates, we 
are not just talking about the em
ployer mandate to pay it, but we are 
talking about the mandate of this rigid 
package. I think we should touch a lit
tle bit on this plan, because this is sort 
of the main part of it which causes this 
increased cost. 

Mr. Speaker, the NFIB, the National 
Federation of Independent Businesses, 
says that "The mandated benefits 
package is estimated to increase dra
matically under the Gephardt-Clinton 
plan" than it did under the Clinton 
plan, and it is going to work out to the 
detriment of businesses. They have put 
together a comparison sheet. It says 
"The annual cost is going to go from 
$2,000 to $4,000 average for a person," 
for a firm. This is not for the employee, 
but for a firm. 

So when we are talking about Con
necticut having a hard time because of 
the cutback in defense and the other 
things up there, what is going to hap
pen when you say to the employer, 
"Regardless, you are going to have to 
take this rigid plan, you are going to 
have to pay for it, and the employee is 
going to pay 20 percent and you are 
going to pay 80 percent," and they are 
going to look at this plan. You and I 
both know that Congr.ess might again 
come back and mandate a bigger type 
of plan, a more rigid plan. We have 
seen Congress do that again and again. 

What happens to this employer who 
has a sound business and he has a good 
bottom line? That is just going to dete
riorate, and what is going to happen is 
going to be high unemployment, which 
is going back to the original statistics 
that I quoted. 

Mr. McCRERY. Will the gentle
woman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. McCRERY. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding. 

NFIB did a survey of their member
ship back in 1990 and found out that of 
their members whose owners took 

· more than $70,000 out of their business, 
so_ in other words, if the owner made 
$70,000 on his business, 90 percent of 
those provided heal th insurance to 
their employees. The ones who did not 
provide insurance to their employees 
were business owners who took out less 
than $10,000 a year for their own in
come. 

So that means that an employer 
mandate is not going to hurt the small 
businesses who are successful, because 
they, most of them already provide 

health insurance, so they are already 
providing that cost, meeting it. But it 
is the small-it is particularly the new 
small businesses, the ones that are just 
getting started. 

You have a man and his wife who put 
their life savings into a business and 
they are struggling to make it work in 
that first year, the first 2 years. They 
are not taking much out of it for in
come, because they cannot. Now here 
we come and we are going to say ''It 
does not matter that you don't make 
any money off of your business, we are 
going to impose another cost of doing 
business on you." And as you pointed 
out, it could be as much as $2,000 per 
employee, or if that employee has a 
spouse, it could be $4,000, or if that em
ployee has a spouse and a child, it 
could be $5,700, according to the esti
mates of the Clinton-Gephardt plan. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to know 
what kind of businesses are going to be 
most hurt by this mandate. When you 
look at it closely, you will find that it 
is the smallest businesses, the busi
nesses that are struggling, the busi
nesses whose owners do not take very 
much money out of the business. They 
are not making very much money, but 
they are struggling to keep afloat, they 
are struggling to keep those 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 
jobs in their community. 

What we are about to do if we pass 
the Clinton-Gephardt bill is to tell 
those people "Keep struggling. In fact, 
we are going to make your struggle 
even harder, because we are going to 
impose a cost of doing business on you 
that you cannot get around. You must 
pay, regardless of if you make a profit, 
regardless of what your income is, re
gardless of your cash flow. You have 
got to pay this." 

What that is going to do is exactly 
what the gentlewoman from Connecti
cut suggested. It is going to drive out 
of business a lot of those small employ
ers, or it is going to cause them to lay 
off one employee to be able to absorb 
those additional costs of doing busi
ness, or maybe two employees. So then 
what happens to those folks? They do 
not have-not only do they not have in
surance, they do not have a job. That is 
no answer. So I appreciate the gentle
woman bringing that up and encourage 
her to continue. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. That 
certainly is no answer, and it is cer
tainly no answer to controlling costs. 
Remember, what really is creating our 
problems is rising costs. When you 
mandate a plan on the employer and 
you mandate the employer to pay 80 
percent and the employee to pay 20 per
cent, you create a rigid system that de
nies us as innovative Americans the 
opportunity to do, for instance, what 
Knox Semiconductor did. 

Knox Semiconductor of Rockport, 
ME, has an insurance plan called 
Health Wealth, which is marketed by 
Progress Sharing Co., an insurance 

broker in Saco, ME. Under the plan 
Knox raised employees' deductibility 
and copayments, lowering their pre
mium costs. Then it put the money 
saved into a mutual fund account for 
each employee. Employees who make 
matching contributions can use the 
money in their accounts to pay for 
their deductibles and copayments. If 
they don't, they pay taxes on the 
money and keep it. Knox has had just 
one rate increase in the past 4 years. 

Remember, at the beginning of this I 
talked about the 100 mark and how in 
the Gephardt bill, after a lot of fight
ing in the committee, we at least got 
the right to self-insure down to 100. 
This is a 32-employee company, and 
they are self-insuring through their 
own pool like this. It is saving them 
money, benefiting their employees. 

I have to give just one more example, 
because all of these creative, inventive 
solutions to health care that employ
ees cover costs, but help them do it in 
a way that reduces the overall costs in 
the society and rewards people for 
thinking heal th, for thinking wellness, 
will be literally wiped out by Washing
ton, and sometimes our arrogance is 
simply astounding. 
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Forbes offered its employees in 1991 a 

great deal: If during the year an em
ployee filed major medical and dental 
claims totaling less than $500, Forbes 
would pay that person double the dif
ference between the $SOO and the claims 
that they filed. 

Suppose an employee and his family 
had $900 in medical expenses. If the em
ployee filed them, the most the insurer 
would reimburse him would be $900 
minus his deductible and copayments, 
the portion of the bill the employee is 
responsible for beyond the deductible. 
He would be out a few hundred dollars 
and since his claims were over $500, 
Forbes would pay him nothing. 

However, if he filed no claims for 
those expenses, $500 minus zero for no 
claims comes to $500 double, that is 
$1,000. This would put the employee 
$100 ahead. So he would be ahead if he 
filed no claims, which means no admin
istrative costs for the company, he 
pays the whole $900, he gets a bonus of 
$1,000 and he is up $100, and the whole 
system has not had to pay the costs of 
all of the reimbursements that go with 
insuring, and he has meanwhile 
shopped around looking to see who will 
charge me what for what health care 
service which now the people are begin
ning to do. They are finding that 
charges vary in health care just like 
they vary for sofas and couches and 
automobiles and everything else. 

One of the aspects of the employer 
mandate and one of its impacts is that 
it will destroy any plan that is not the 
national health be!\efit package plus 
the maintenance of effort on the State 
mandates, that is, the wisdom of Gov
ernment, and is not set up with an 80/ 
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20 split dictated by Government. And 
really when you think how innovation, 
how being people-centered, how impor
tant one's own personal responsibility 
is to real health and wellness, we are 
actually about to adopt, if we adopt a 
solution like the Gephardt bill or the 
Clinton bill or the majority leader's 
bill in the Senate, if we adopt those 
kinds of plans, we will wipe out the 
very innovative, creative responses 
that are controlling costs, reducing the 
burden on society but providing qual
ity health care. I just wanted to get 
those two examples on the record be
cause if there is one thing that makes 
America unique and different, it is her 
remarkably resilient and creative peo
ple. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Will the gentle
woman kindly yield for a moment or 
two? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
would be happy to yield. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I thank the 
gentlewoman very much. 

I have listened with some degree of 
interest to your concerns about par
ticularly where small business is con
cerned and in employer mandates, and 
I recognize not only the sincerity of 
the presentation but the real and vital 
concern that I think is felt across the 
Nation. I just simply wanted to share 
with you just for a moment or two that 
the employer mandate which we put in 
really quite frankly at the heart of the 
bill we passed in Hawaii 20 years ago 
has not had that effect. In fact, we 
have increased the number of our small 
businesses, and the principal concern 
for staying in business today in Hawaii 
has less to do with heal th care than 
with other circumstances like workers' 
compensation, et cetera, that might be 
the basis of a discussion at some other 
time, some other piece of legislation or 
even special order. 

But I just wanted to indicate that 
while your concerns, in fact I would 
say anxieties I think is a fair word, 
about launching a national program in 
this respect is, of course, quite perti
nent, I can assure you that the health 
care mandate for employers in small 
business is not cited by small business 
people who have dealt with them for a 
number of years as the principal 
threat, if you will, to their financial 
bottom line. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I was 
very interested in the gentleman's spe
cial order before ours and was on the 
floor and did listen. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Yes, I saw you. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 

have studied the situation in Hawaii, 
because Connecticut is a State with 91 
percent coverage. According to the Em
ployee Benefit Research Institute, 
which is I think the most unbiased 
source of these figures, they put Con
necticut at 91 percent coverage. They 
put Hawaii at 93 percent coverage. In
deed most of the figures showed that 

Hawaii is not at 100 percent coverage. 
They are somewhere between 93 per
cent and 95 percent coverage. Further
more, Hawaiians have the choice, pri
marily 80 percent of them have the 
choice of only two insurers, Kaiser 
Permanente, an HMO, or Blue Cross
Blue Shield. Most of us who have dealt 
with Blue Cross-Blue Shield and some 
of the other big plans find that they 
are often inadequate. One of the things 
that keeps them honest on the main
land is that there is a lot of smaller 
companies and there are a lot of cre
ative employers like I just quoted who 
frankly provide far better plans. 

Then the other thing that is real in
teresting about Hawaii, two other 
things I should just mention about Ha
waii, is that between 1980 and 1990, 
total health care costs in Hawaii rose 
191 percent. The national average in 
the mainland was 163 percent. So the 
Hawaii system has' not succeeded in 
controlling costs. 

Lastly, I would comment that 4 in 10 
employers had to reduce the number of 
employees when the mandate first 
went into effect; 1 in 10 employers 
hired part-time workers instead of full
time workers because part-time work
ers were not covered; 55 percent re
stricted their wage lncreases; 33 per
cent reduced other benefits; and 6 in 10 
raised prices. But 1 in 5 of the firms 
knew other firms that had gone out of 
business because of the mandates. That 
is the unseen consequence. 

So while I respect Hawaii's decision 
in this regard, I would also point out 
that Hawaii has a rather different pop.
ulation than the rest of the Nation. I 
do not think that you can say because 
Hawaii has an employer mandate that 
that makes an employer mandate good. 
It has not provided much more cov
erage for Hawaii than Connecticut has. 
It has not provided the diversity of in
surers that the mainland has. It cer
tainly does not allow the diversity that 
the system over here allows in self-in
sured and, therefore, it has not been 
the State in which things like medical 
savings accounts and other approaches 
have developed. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Will the gentle
woman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I will 
be happy to yield since I threw all 
those things at you that are rather 
negative to your State. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If you would 
allow me just a moment or two to re
spond. 

One of the reasons I came down, I 
have heard this, and I must say, you 
are the mistress of the information 
that has been given to you and present 
it very effectively. 

One of the reasons I did want to come 
down because of the small business dis
cussion is that virtually nothing of 
what you have been told is accurate as 
far as Hawaii is concerned, and it is im
portant to us for those of us who do 

live there to at least get the informa
tion on the record. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
think it is accurate that you have pri
marily Kaiser Permanente and Blue 
Cross-Blue Shield. Is that not accu
rate? 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. No. If you 
would just give me a moment or two. 
By the way, I am very familiar with 
the Small Business Hawaii executive 
director because we went to school to
gether and we have been having a dis
cussion about business and business 
regulation for the better part of three 
decades. So I know fully what the ap.
proach is. 

Just very quickly, the original law 
was never intended to provide full cov
erage. It was based on employees who 
worked full time by definition of the 
law, which was 20 plus or more hours 
per week. That was to start it. We 
never did amend the bill for all intents 
and purposes except for a couple of ben
efits because virtually right away, with 
the mandate in operation even when 
there was a period of time when there 
was a dispute over whether we were 
going to have a waiver, the ERIS A 
waiver, coverage was virtually univer
sal. There are several plans that are 
put forward and choices to be made in 
addition to Kaiser and HMSA. 

What happened almost immediately 
was many of the other businesses left 
because they were taking premiums 
out, and I think you are familiar with 
the phrase "cherry-picking." They 
would go in in those areas where they 
could maximize their profit and mini
mize their payout, and they left. Kaiser 
and Hawaii Medical Services Associa
tion, which is in fact the Blue Cross 
and Blue Shield, do in fact have the 
major part of the business because of 
the choice of the people. I think if you 
surveyed the people in the State, they 
are very well satisfied with it, al
though other competition has come up. 
For example, to try and achieve 100 
percent coverage in our Health Quest 
program, there are five different plans 
including Kaiser and the Hawaii Medi
cal Services Association, and three 
others that have come into the com
petition and succeeded and they are 
part of our plan toward achieving it. 

!_just want to conclude by citing to 
you the latest opportunity for small 
businesspeople to express themselves, 
and this was August 1 of this year, 1994, 
in the Honolulu Star Bulletin. The 
focus is on imperiled entrepreneurs, 
"Risky Small Business," is the title. 

In the entire article, which focuses 
on three small businesses, as well as an 
overall portrait of the 29,000 businesses 
we have in Hawaii, 98 percent of them 
with less than 100 employees, and the 
overwhelming majority, less than 50 
employees, only once does the question 
of health care costs come up. And the 
citation there is that over the past 12 
years, the coverage went up approxi
mately $5 a year. 
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So there are genuine concerns. Let 
me rephrase that and I will conclude. 
The gentlewoman has been very gener
ous to give me the time she has. I did 
not mean to imply at all that your con
cern was not genuine on the question 
of employer mandates. Obviously that 
has to be not only discussed but a con
clusion has to be reached. 

What I meant to say was that I be
lieve that with respect to the dangers 
for small business and the difficulties 
for small business in Hawaii, there is 
much more of a pro bl em with respect 
to Workers' Compensation, with re
spect to location and costs of actually 
being able to have a lease, et cetera, in 
Hawaii, factors which do in fact make 
it different and unique from some other 
areas, although I think Workers' Com
pensation is a difficulty shared by vir
tually all small businesses today. But 
you will find that being cited virtually 
100 percent of the time with respect to 
the difficulties and health care cov
erage being cited occasionally or only 
when people are reminded of it. 

So what I would ask is as we con
tinue the conversation I hope over the 
next few days and weeks that we give 
some consideration to what the posi
tive effects of heal th care and em
ployer mandates might be in the sense 
of achieving cooperation in a national 
health care bill that we can all if not 
be happy with, feel that it is at least 
minimally fair one to another. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
would certainly say that I think there 
is a good, solid bipartisan health care 
reform bill that we ought to have on 
the President's desk this year that 
would do a lot of things that would be 
very important to all Americans that 
would eliminate the discrimination 
that currently exists against people 
with preexisting conditions, that would 
prevent companies from cherry-pick
ing, as the gentleman alluded to that 
they used to do in Hawaii, and would 
prevent them from doing that nation
wide. So there are lots of good things 
that we can do. 

I also respect and am interested in 
Hawaii's decision to adopt an employer 
mandate, and I am glad it is working 
for them. I do not want Washington to 
force Connecticut to adopt an employer 
mandate when we are within two per
centage points of Hawaii without one, 
and when we need small businesses to 
grow and take advantage of our manu
facturing work force and of our plant 
capacity to produce new products, and 
when I know perfectly well that the 
majority of the uninsured in my State 
are in the big cities where there not 
only are lots of people without health 
insurance, but there is not a good 
health insurance infrastructure. And I 
know if we create an expanded commu
nity health center network so those 
people can get to providers, and we 
turn Medicaid from a fee-for-service 

compensation program into an insuring 
program so people can have the doctor 
of their choice and establish relation
ships that they have chosen, I believe 
that Connecticut can get to 95 percent 
every bit as fast as every other State, 
including Hawaii. So I just do not want 
Washington to mandate on my State 
Hawaii's solution, which seems to be 
working nicely for them in many ways. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I appreciate the 
gentlewoman giving me the time. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. It is 
nice to have you with us, and I thank 
you. 

I would say you ought to go through 
and compare what the benefits plan is 
in Gephardt plus the maintenance of 
effort, plus the State mandates and see 
how that works out, how many of your 
employers would actually experience 
an increase in costs, because I believe 
it is correct to say that the national 
benefit plan is considerable richer than 
Hawaii's plan. We have to check that 
out. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. We can discuss 
that at another time, and I thank the 
gentlewoman again for the oppor
tunity. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
thank the gentleman from Hawaii. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman coming to the 
floor and sharing with us his experi
ence in Hawaii. I too had the oppor
tunity to hear his remarks on the floor 
in the previous special order, and I 
know that he is sincere in seeking an
swers to some of the problems that 
plague our heal th care system. 

With respect though to the data that 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
cited, with respect to Hawaii the gen
tleman should know that the figure of 
93 percent coverage comes from the 
GAO, which is a fairly well-respected 
government watchdog, and the data 
that she cited with respect to the im
pact of the Hawaii plan on businesses, 
4 in 10 employers had to reduce the 
number of employees and so on, that 
data came from a 1993 Kaiser family 
foundation study. So these are not 
things she just pulled out of the air. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. May I just re
spond very briefly. You are right about 
that. 

Unfortunately, as with everything 
else, it requires perspective and con
text. After hurricane Aniki came 
through you will find that both the 
failure of businesses and people being 
laid off, which was cited there, had vir
tually everything to do with the hurri
cane. I will not take your time tonight, 
but I can assure you that the latest 
statistics show that our health care 
costs are- going down and our hiring is 
going back up as our economy recov
ers. 

Mr. McCRERY. I do not mean to 
criticize Hawaii. I think if Hawaii 
wants to do that, that is fine, and it 
has achieved 93 percent coverage. But 
there is another element to this that 
we have not talked about tonight, and 
I think we need to hit it because it is 
not just job loss that is the result of 
employer mandate. It is not just an in
crease to the cost of doing business. It 
is not just laying off employees or con
verting from full-time employees to 
part-time employees to try to avoid 
the full cost of the mandate. I think 
more important than all of that is the 
fact that when the government, the 
central government, the Federal Gov
ernment chooses to impose a mandate 
on all employers in this country to pro
vide health insurance, they are taking 
the first, the most important, the big
gest step toward government control of 
our health care system. That should 
not be overlooked in this debate on em
ployer mandates, because only through 
a mandate, short of a single-payer sys
tem where the government controls ev
erything and pays all of the bills, short 
of that, an employer mandate is nec
essary for the government to control 
our health care system. 

Think about it. Once the government 
says, :'Mr. Employer, you must give 
your employees health insurance," 
then the government says, "Mr. Em
ployer, you must give your employees 
this health insurance, these benefits," 
that the government prescribes, and 
then the government says, "We are 
also going to impose global budgets on 
health care spending on a State by 
State basis." If your State exceeds that 
global budget, guess what? "We are 
going to impose price controls and tell 
you what you must pay for that set of 
benefits." Then you have government 
control of health care. 

I do not think anybody, well, there 
are a few in this country who want the 
government to control health care, but 
I would submit that the vast majority 
of Americans, the vast majority of the 
people in my district for sure do want 
the government to control their health 
care system. 

So be careful, those of you who pro
mote employer mandates, be careful 
because that is the first step to govern
ment control of our heal th care sys
tem. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I do 
think that it is absolutely true, and 
those of us who have been on the com
mittee that have marked up this bill 
two times now, both the Subcommittee 
of Ways and Means and in the full com
mittee, we saw how deeply interlocked 
mandates and price controls are. And 
once government adopts a price control 
policy, with it they do things like this: 
In the Gephardt bill there is a provi
sion in law that says the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall have 
the power to decide whether a drug is 
being used appropriately, and if she 
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does not think that drug is being used 
appropriately she can deny reimburse
ment for that drug. 

When you look at the future where 
drugs are going to be more expensive, 
and there are going to be fewer oper
ations and more use of pharma
ceuticals, you can see why the govern
ment in this bill is taking control over 
what drugs you will be able to have re
imbursed under your health care plan. 

It is the details that reveal the depth 
of the power shift from people to gov
ernment that lies behind a bill whose 
fundamental structure is employer 
mandates and price controls. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
yield to my colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to add a few comments to the 
debate from the gentleman from Ha
waii. I think perhaps we should take a 
special order and point out the fal
lacies in the heal th care program that 
exists in Hawaii, because there have 
been many articles written upon it 
talking about how it has increased the 
tax base and how a lot of the research 
for health care comes from the main
land and the type of economy over 
there versus the economy that might 
be in Connecticut. 
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There are so many comparisons we 

could do to show that what the gen
tleman was talking about does not 
apply here and, in fact, that the Clin
ton-Gephardt bill is vastly different 
than that, and so I think at another 
time we might want to explore that. 

But I wanted to make one final argu
ment concerning this employer man
date. And I have heard this by the ad
ministration saying, "What is the big 
deal? You have minimum wage. We 
have increased the minimum wage, and 
it did not amount to a flick on the 
economy." It does. 

This is a little different. If I am an 
employer or employee, the minimum 
wage applies to a very small segment 
within that corporation. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Just 
a few employees. 

Mr. STEARNS. Just a few people. 
Now you are not mandating just that 
small group of employees. You are 
mandating all employees, all employ
ers, all across the United States, and 
the impact is dramatic in comparing it 
to just raising the minimum wage and 
making the same comparison is the fal
lacy, and in the end the employer lots 
of times cannot control his health care 
if Government is going to mandate in
creased standard benefit packages. 
With all the bureaucracy that comes in 
with this bill, it is going to affect the 
employer. He will not be able to con
trol the costs like he could with a 
small, narrowly segmented group of in
dividuals who are on minimum wage. 

I just wanted to bring up the fallacy 
about comparing this to minimum 
wage. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Not 
only are you imposing a cost for each 
employee, but each employee's spouse 
and each employee 's children. At least, 
in the Clinton plan, President Clinton 
was going to have the employer have 
the spouse pay something and send it 
back to the employer who paid the 
family coverage, but this is so typical 
of Washington. Honestly, you have to 
have a sense of humor. It is not very 
funny if you have to pay the bill. 

In the Gephardt plan the employer of 
the spouse is going to pay a premium, 
but it is not going to go back to the 
employer who provides the family cov
erage. It is going to go to the Govern
ment to pay the subsidies for small 
business and low-income workers. So 
remember, we talked about how small 
business is going to have to carry the 
. cost of this big benefit plan and of the 
maintenance of effort benefits and of 
the State mandated benefits. They are 
also going to have to carry the costs of 
the subsidies necessary to subsidize the 
premiums of low-income workers and 
small businesses. So you are not going 
to be paying just for your employees' 
mandated benefits; you are also going 
to be paying for other employees' man
dated benefits, and that is why the 
costs are going to go up far higher than 
they are now. 

And then you get into what Europe 
has gotten into where they said in 1993, 
when President Clinton got them all 
together to look how we can make the 
economies grow, the European Commu
nity leaders said, "We must lower 
taxes on labor to enhance Europe's in
dustrial competitiveness." By that, 
they meant lower the fringe-benefit 
costs on labor, not the wages, and in 
truth, since in the last decade, Europe 
has created, the last 20 years, Europe 
has created no new net jobs, no new net 
jobs. We have created lots of new jobs, 
because we create them in the small 
business sector. 

Mr. STEARNS. I wanted to interject 
one thing. Is it not true in some of the 
European countries the employer 
health benefits are half of what the 
labor wage is? In other words, they are 
increasing so dramatically the labor 
wage itself is just about twice, but the 
whole health care is just increasing so 
dramatically in these countries that it 
is taking a bigger and bigger share of 
the employer benefits to the employee. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I 
thought we had 10 minutes left, but I 
am told we only have 2 minutes left. 

So I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG]. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I will take one 
quick minute, then you can close. I 
just wanted to say that one of the 
things I do not think we had talked 
about this evening is the fact these 
mandates do something else beside af
fecting existing businesses. 

Think of the businesses, and I ran a 
business for years before I came to 
Congress. I had a small business. I had 
to borrow money to meet payroll some
times. That is how it goes. That is how 
you do it. How about all the businesses 
that have not started because they 
cannot or will not be able to fund the 
requirement of the mandate to buy 
health coverage for those people in 
their employment? I would suggest to 
you that people are not blocks of wood. 
They behave normally. They under
stand what the liabilities are of going 
into business. Believe me, it is tough. I 
have seen people sweat and strain. 

I think the gentleman from Louisi
ana pointed out that some have less 
than $10,000 to show for it. That is not 
a livelihood, I can assure you. 

These mandates, this is the hidden 
factor. I think it does impact greatly 
the startup of new businesses where all 
the net new jobs have come from. 

I thank the gentlewoman from Con
necticut. 

Mr. STEARNS. I commend the gen
tlewoman again for the special order. 

Mr. McCRERY. I appreciate the gen
tlewoman inviting me to join her this 
evening, and I think we have done a 
good job in exposing the employer 
mandate as nothing but a new payroll 
tax. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. That 
is important. I do want to just close 
with this comment that 90 percent of 
people who take home $70,000 out of 
their business do provide heal th insur
ance for their employees. One-third of 
those who take home only $10,000 pro
vide health insurance. They want to do 
it. Those who do not, for the most part, 
cannot afford to do it, and mandating 
it on them will not make them able to 
afford to do it. But it will force them 
to reduce the number of jobs or go out 
of business. 

So this has big implications both for 
people's jobs, the strength and vitality 
of our economy, as well as the quality 
of heal th care in America. 

I thank the Members for joining me 
tonight. 

A SENSE OF PURPOSE OF OUR 
COUNTRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FARR). Under the Speaker's announced 
policy of February 11, 1994, and June 10, 
1994, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BUYER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the House floor tonight because I have 
pondered and given analysis to a sense 
of purpose of our country. 

Our Nation was dedicated to basic 
principles of God's will. Our Founders 
called these rights to be self-evident 
and forged a great country from the 
wilderness. 

Two hundred and eighteen years 
later the ambiance of America is de
fined by the soul of her people. While 
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many are filled with goodness, there is 
a lack of godliness, reverence, and di
rection among the American people. 

When pillars of Christianity in a soci
ety are weakened, so are the fruits and 
blessings which tiow from such a na
tion. The liberals mock George Bush 
for the "vision thing," and they also 
mocked Dan Quayle for preaching fam
ily values. You see, they were both 
right, the liberal goal is to replace 
Christian principles of our Republic 
with humanistic principles in that the 
human being can do whatever they 
want so long as they feel good and it 
does not hurt others. 

We must, as a country, ameliorate 
our society neither by sanitizing her 
nor by living in her past, but by re
structuring our Government and shor
ing up her originating foundations. 
These efforts will give direction and re
ignite the power of the American 
dream. 

It will happen from those of us who 
are principled and exercise the courage 
of conviction with passion. You see, we 
will succeed, because there are so few 
of us who compete with their whole 
heart. 

The reason I have made that com
ment is because I would like to discuss 
crime tonight. You see, all of this pas
sion that a lot of people like to speak 
about on the crime issue really is 
about emotion into the issue. 

Having been a former prosecutor, a 
Federal prosecutor, for 3 years out of 
the United States attorney's office, 
crime is an issue I know something 
about. You see, what we should be 
talking about here is the United States 
Code. That is what this is, Federal ju
risdiction. 

You see, there were four great land
marks in the history of the Federal 
criminal legislation. The first criminal 
law was enacted by the Crimes Act of 
1790. The act defined back in 1790, 
among others, such offenses as treason; 
it also had forgery, bribery, and many 
of these punishments have not even 
been changed to today. 

Then there was a revision in 1866; an
other revision in 1897; and the most re
cent revision was accomplished in 1948. 

I think what we must remember is in 
the preface of title 18 a quote by Roy 
Fitzgerald of June 30, 1926. He said, 
"The scrutiny of this code is invited, 
constructive criticism is solicited. It is 
the ambition of the Committee of the 
Revision of the Laws of the House of 
Representatives," at that time, "was 
to perfect the code by correcting er
rors, eliminating an obsolete matter, 
restating the law with logical com
pleteness, with precision, brevity, and 
uniformity of expression.'' 

You see, the crime issue: We should 
be talking about the law. A successful 
judicial system needs a proper balance 
between restitution, retribution, deter
rence, rehabilitation, and prevention. 

What has occurred with the crime 
bill that came out after conference re-

port is that it is completely out of bal
ance. 
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The crime bill that was defeated here 

on a procedural vote for the rule, the 
message sent was to send that bill back 
to conference to correct it, because 
this body voiced the will of the Amer
ican people to say that the bill that 
was submitted for us was an obscene 
injustice of public responsibility. 

You see, the responsibility that we 
have as Members is to come forth with 
political morality. Political morality 
is whatever bill that you bring forth, 
whether it is on welfare reform, on 
crime, whether it is on the space sta
tion, whether it is on many different 
appropriations, we need to begin pay
ing for what we do. When we have ap
proaching a $5 trillion national debt, 
which is moving forward at a clip of 
$870 million a day, that is what this 
deficit is costing us, money that could 
go to infrastructure of this country, to 
improvements in education, advanced 
technologies. 

No, we have to pay it on the Nation's 
debt and our budget deficit. That is 
what this is causing to us. We cannot 
ignore it. We cannot stick our head in 
the sand and say we can continue on. 

We must exercise political morality. 
For many, many years, you see, there 

was not a cry among America for a bal
anced budget amendment, there was 
not a cry for a line-item veto. Only re
cently has there been the lack of re
sponsibility. 

That act of public responsibility is 
also involved in the crime bill because 
when there is not enough funding to go 
around, we must exercise public re
sponsibility to spend dollars wisely, 
prudently, effectively, focused so that 
they are effective programs; not to just 
on the crime issue, to spend money as 
if it is a starburst without realizing 
what impact those funds are being 
made, if any. 

The message I received from the 
State of Indiana has been very clear, it 
is to stop the revolving door on violent 
crime and to, yes, place more police on 
the streets. You see, the people in Indi
ana are very pragmatic. They exercise 
good common sense. They say we real
ize that 7 percent of the violent crimi
nals in our society are committing be
tween two-thirds to 70 percent of the 
violent crimes, yet only serving 37 per
cent of their terms. 

So what they are asking for is a 
tough crime bill with true truth-in-sen
tencing provisions. Now I understand 
that the President likes to get out 
there and say there are truth-in-sen
tencing provisions in the bill; but, you 
know, they are tremendously watered 
down and weakened. The President 
knows that. But he knows that the 
American people want to stop the re
volving door on crime. So he throws 
out the terminology at the same time 

while he knows that States can access 
prison funding without even having to 
access-excuse me-having to activate 
truth-in-sentencing provisions. 

You know, since the House defeated 
the rule, the President did try to seize, 
Mr. Speaker, the initiative with nu
merous attacks upon the GOP. And the 
NRA. Of course, he has forgotten about 
58 Democrats who also opposed him on 
that rule. 

I, on Friday, after hearing the major
ity leader state that he would place the 
crime bill back on the docket, I imme
diately wrote a letter to the Speaker of 
the House, saying, "Let's move forward 
in a bipartisan fashion." I was one of 38 
of the Republicans who voted for the 
crime bill that came out of the House. 
I very much would like to vote on a 
crime bill. But the crime bill that 
came out of the conference report is 
not a report of a bill for which I can 
support. I asked them to meet in a bi
partisan fashion to send this bill back 
to the conference, so that, yes, the will 
of the American people can be served. 

My fears are that rather than nego
tiate with individuals such as myself, 
who has not been contacted by the 
White House, is that they would rather 
try to find eight individuals, take them 
to the back rooms and negotiate back 
there, either by using the Mutt-and
Jeff routines offering enticements and 
deals or outright punishment, threats, 
verbal coercion. 

I am hopeful that my colleagues will 
exercise courage of conviction that I 
spoke in my opening because I see the 
trust deficit that is real between the 
American people and this Congress is 
there because they see a Member of 
Congress being nonresponsive to the 
will of the American people. 

I also have mentioned what it felt 
like to be back at home at Monticello, 
IN, sitting on the couch with my son, 
to then see President Clinton on TV on 
the nightly news asking the American 
people from the pulpit of a church to 
pray for Members of Congress who 
voted against his crime bill. 

I must say, Mr. President, that that 
was a tremendous statement to make 
from someone that, yes advocates the 
present statements of Christian big
otry that is occurring out there, not 
only you yourself, but also members of 
your Cabinet, talking about the 
unreligious Christian right. 

Let me move to the President's com
ments that have been conclusively 
stated that the bill contains the 
"three-strikes-you're-out," 100,000 cops 
on the beat, prison funding and, as I 
said earlier, truth-in-sentencing provi
sions. You see, those are things which 
appeal to the American people. Clinton 
has not given the details about the 
plan in any of his statements. He has 
only repeated that what defeated the 
bill was a, I quote, "procedural trick." 
He has not explained how the bill was 
so drastically weakened in the con
ference. And I wonder why. 
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If the bill was so wonderful, why does 

he not let the American people in on 
the big spending secret? 

You see, many of us are upset. We are 
upset because the crime bill got away 
from its original intent. Many of you 
are upset because, yes, we want to 
build more prisons; but what happened 
to that House version of the bill was 
that there was a decrease in funding of 
prisons by 50 percent. 

Now, someone on the other side of 
the aisle would say, "No, STEVE, it is 
not 50 percent. There is $10.5 billion in 
the funding of prisons." But, you know, 
folks, it is less $1.8 billion for the hous
ing of illegal aliens and $2.2 billion of 
that is non-trust-fund spending, which 
is a nonappropriated fund. You may as 
well call it funny money. 

Attached to the prison funding were 
the truth-in-sentencing prov1s1ons. 
Yes, that is a Federal enticement to 
say to the States, "Let's stop the re
volving door." But as I said earlier, 
now they cannot access the funds with
out having to enact truth-in-sentenc
ing provisions. 

One of the funding mechanisms of 
· this bill I would like to discuss is that 
there is no true, accurate funding 
mechanism of the crime bill. The crime 
bill is to be funded with a trust ac
count. 

You see, there is no requirement that 
Federal spending actually meet all the 
crime bill funding commitments. You 
see, what that does is set the stage for 
possible nonbudgeted supplemental ap
propriations. 

Next I would like to discuss retro
active applicability of the waivers of 
minimum mandatory sentences for 
first-time drug felons. Yes, you have 
heard many talk on the House floor 
about the possibility of that impact, of 
the release of up to 10,000 drug felons. 

Now, it is difficult to say what the 
exact number is going to be. But what 
we do know is the impact of that meas
ure. The impact of the measure is very 
real. 

According to the preliminary esti
mates developed by the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons, somewhere between 5,000 
and 10,000 Federal prisoners could meet 
the eligibility requirements, as stated 
in the bill, section 201. A sentence re
duction hearing would likely be re
quired to reduce a prisoner's sentence 
each costing the judiciary about $2,500 
per case. If 5,000 or 10,000 hearings were 
conducted, the cost to the judiciary 
could be between $10.5 million and $25 
million, which would likely be incurred 
in the first 2 or 3 years of the enact
ment of the provision. 
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So, you know when the President 

gets out, and he talks about this being 
a tough crime bill, I do not think the 
people have in mind the releasing of so 
many Federal prisoners back into the 
circulation of society, and you know it 

is not just the individual that decided 
to experiment with marijuana for the 
first time. This also could be the 
moles, those individuals who are run
ning drugs, and in Indiana that impact 
is real because they are running drugs 
up from the South, whether it is from 
the gulf, or from Miami, up I-75, and 
cut across I-69, or up I-65 to Chicago or 
to Detroit, and it is real, and to think 
we would take those drug felons and 
place them back on to the street is not 
my idea of a tough crime bill. When the 
American people say they want a tough 
crime bill, I believe they have in their 
image, in their mind, something of the 
Terminator, but what we have is some
thing that looks more like Mr. Whipple 
squeezin' the Charmin. 

Part of the bill which has also upset 
many is the social side. They call it the 
prevention. Yes, it is heavy in the pre
vention side, and we do need a balance 
with prevention. But what we do not 
need is the out of balance. You see, ear
lier when I had mentioned that we need 
a system that balances between pre
vention, restitution, retribution, reha
bilitation, and deterrence, the Amer
ican people have stood up and said, 
"Enough is enough. For 25-plus years 
we have had tremendous focus on the 
rehabilitative side, poured money into 
the prevention side, and what has the 
spending of $5 trillion of social pro
grams since 1965 done for this society? 
It has escalated violent crimes by al
most 500 percent." 

It is almost like what happened to in
dividual and personal responsibility. 
Yes, some of the prevention side of the 
spending is good. I think that the 
statements by many about the mid
night basketball and a lot of those pro
visions are silly, and the American peo
ple view them as being silly. I think 
what upsets a lot of us here is the plac
ing of $1.8 billion of the Local Partner
ship Act of the failed stimulus package 
in a crime bill. It has no place in this 
crime bill. 

You see, earlier when I opened up, 
when I talked about title 18 and the 
law, it is because we should be talking 
about a focus in on the deterrence, the 
retribution, the law, and then seek the 
balance on the preventive side. Now I 
think the message of the American 
people has been very clear, and their 
clear message is: 

What happened to deterrence? 
What happened to retribution? 
What happened to victims' rights? 
We have had enough about the civil 

rights of criminals. Let us stop cod
dling the criminal with hug-a-thug 
type programs. Enough is enough. 

You see, I stand here and view this 
through the dimension of a Federal 
prosecutor, and I say, "Will this crime 
bill, if I were still in the U.S. attor
ney's office, would this bill help? 
Would it help me? Would it help mem
bers of the community to have the 
streets, and the schools, and the parks, 

and the communities safer?" I could 
not look at an individual back in Indi
ana in the face and in their eyes and 
state with the passion and my convic
tion and say it will. 

Let me mention about the funding of 
100,000 police because I know many like 
to talk about the 100,000 police. I know 
what many have already talked about, 
that it really does not fund the 100,000 
police on the street that the President 
and many others claim. 

I think the American people would 
like to see more police. I know that 
there are communities that are 
strapped in the high tax, high crime 
areas that have high unemployment. I 
know that they are reaching out. 

Sure, we would love to have better ef
ficiencies of their local government. I 
do not want the Federal Government 
to be a bailout for the inefficiencies of 
the local communities. But on this 
issue of the 100,000 cops on the beat you 
almost have to say, "What's · the 
catch?" 

You see, I view this provision as an 
entrapment of police funds. The simple 
examination of title one of section 1003 
of the conference report on page 20779 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD shows 
there is now a way that this bill could 
possibly fund police for our streets. 
You see, the bill provides $8.8 billion to 
be doled out at the discretion of the 
Attorney General for both new police-
now think of that, at the discretion of 
the Attorney General. You see, there 
are some of us that believe that not 
only these cops on the beat, but other 
preventative programs should be hand
ed out in block grants, not to be spent 
at the discretion of the Attorney Gen
eral, or at HUD, or at other Federal 
governmental agencies. 

You see, my fear is that politics will 
permeate on the issue. Just go to Mas
sachusetts, for example, and go ask 
two Republican Congressmen in Massa
chusetts by the name of PETER BLUTE 
and PETER TORKILDSEN. Ask them what 
happened to the Federal grants for 
more police in the State of Massachu
setts. You see, the money went to 
other Congressional districts who are 
Democrat Congressmen in Massachu
setts, and no money went to the two 
Republican districts in the State of 
Massachusetts. 

Now, I have not analyzed where the 
funds have gone in other States, but 
that bothers me a whole lot because 
what that tells me is that politics are 
permeating the issue of where moneys 
will be doled out. 

So you say, "STEVE, just allow the 
discretion of this $8 billion-plus to be 
held in the hands of the capricious 
hands of the President's Cabinet." I 
think not. We have had enough of fed
eralism, federalism, the Federal Gov
ernment, moving into the States and 
local communities as if this body has 
all the answers. I disagree. 

You know, I noticed earlier one of 
my colleagues commented that the 
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leader of the sheriffs' association here 
in the United States is a Democrat 
sheriff from a county in South Carolina 
who said he is not going to access this. 
He is not going to access it because the 
application process will be too bureau
cratic and that he cannot, their county 
cannot, afford the expense. 

You see, I was on the phone today 
also with a president of a county coun
cil in Marshall County, IN, by the 
name of John Zentz. He is president of 
the county council, and he said, 
"STEVE, we cannot afford this pro
gram." You see, they understand at the 
local community that it is an entrap
ment. In order for them to access these 
funds they must put up 25 percent of 
the costs of that new police officer, and 
then they are going to have to pay for, 
they, the counties, will have to pay for, 
the benefit package, heal th care and 
heal th care insurance, any kind of life 
insurance, their retirement programs. 
They will pick up the expense. So, they 
fund 25 percent. They are going to have 
to pay for the equipment if they are 
going to have to go out and buy new 
squad cars. The local communities are 
going to have to pick that up. The Fed
eral Government will kick in the 75 
percent. But the kicker is at t;he end of 
the 5. years the local communities have 
to pay it all. 

Now at the end of 5 years what magi
cally happens? Vesting. Vest. You see, 
that police officer has vested. 

D 2230 

He becomes a permanent employee. 
It is a hidden tax increase to the local 
communities, who cannot afford it, and 
they know it. That is why I received a 
call from the president of the county 
council, to say Steve, I do not agree 
with that carrot-and-stick approach. 

What I am hopeful for is that this 
body will move forward in a bipartisan 
fashion to address the crime issue. I 
think if they listen to the will of the 
American people, and I am very careful 
not to judge America by what happens 
in my district. Sometimes we get 
caught in that. I have to remember 
about the concerns of my colleagues 
that come from big cities. I recognize 
that this body at times, the Nation's 
agenda gets driven by the concerns of 
the big urban centers. 

I am keenly aware of that, because I 
come from the rural areas. The rural 
areas are individuals who are very 
pragmatic, who are steeped in tradi
tions and have great reverence. They 
have known what it is like to do more 
with less. They are not the ones with 
their hands out, looking for a handout, 
when they have poorly run their own 
local governments. So that is why ear
lier I said the Federal Government 
should not be the bailout. I recognize 
that as we discuss the issue of crime, 
we must remain responsible, exercise 
public responsibility, and public politi
cal morality. 

What I hear from my district has 
been very clear on the issue thus far. 
The Fifth District of Indiana, the calls 
into my district are 16 to 1 against the 
President's crime bill. When I did a 
survey of my district, I asked a few 
questions, and this is how they re
sponded. 

Over 5,300 responses, from July 1 to 
July 31 of this year, to the question do 
you feel that crime control legislation 
should include truth-in-sentencing 
guidelines whfoh require criminals to 
serve at least 80 percent of their sen
tences? 4,858, 92 percent, said yes, we 
want truth-in-sentencing provisions. 
So you see, when I want to stand up 
here on the House floor for truth-in
sentencing provisions to stop the re
volving door, it is not stating just what 
I want. It is the will of the people that 
I represent in the Fifth Congressional 
District of Indiana. 

On the issue of do you support the 
notion that gun control is crime con
trol? 4,416, 84 percent of the 5,300 re
sponses said no, they do not buy into 
that notion. 

Now, there has been a lot of talk that 
it is the NRA that is stopping the 
crime bill. The NRA has played a part, 
but that is not the sole cause. You see, 
the crime bill got far away from its 
original intent. I voted against Brady. 
I voted against the assault weapons 
ban. I am a strong supporter of the sec
ond amendment. 

But, you know, I recognize that what 
we must go after is the criminal intent. 
You see, if I hold a knife in my right 
hand, and I hold a weapon, a gun which 
they seek to ban in my left hand, can 
you tell me which is the assault weap
on and which is the defensive weapon? 
No. 

You see, what defines them is the 
criminal's intent. If I choose the knife 
in my right hand to either maim, dis
figure, wound, or kill, and I come at 
you, and you choose the weapon that 
they seek to ban, the knife is the as
sault weapon based only on my intent, 
and the defensive weapon is the gun. 

So the real assault weapon is the 
thug, is the criminal. That is what de
fines the assault weapon. 

So I get a little upset when I hear the 
"assault weapons ban." Does that 
mean we are going to ban anything 
that is used? Are we going to ban feet? 
Are we going to ban hands? Are we 
going to ban an ink pen, if somebody 
uses an ink pen and stabs it into some
one's heart? All of those are assault 
weapons. Tire irons, screwdrivers, ice 
picks. There are many things that 
could be classified as an assault weap
on. 

So I do not give in to the renaming. 
You see, there is that notion of gun 
control is crime control, and I do not 
question the sincerity of the Members 
of this body that believe that, because 
they believe it with all their sincerity. 
President Clinton believes that with all 
his sincerity. 

But that which really gets me is to 
have in this crime bill gun control. And 
at the same time this conference 
stripped out the Senate provisions to 
get tough on criminals who use a weap
on, a gun, in the commission of a 
crime. 

On the floor of the Senate, PHIL 
GRAMM offered an amendment requir
ing 10 years in prison without parole 
for possessing a firearm during the 
commission of a violent crime or drug 
felony, 20 years imprisonment without 
parole for discharging a firearm during 
the commission of a violent crime or 
drug felony, life imprisonment without 
parole for murder, and the death pen
alty in aggravated cases. 

You see, this was stripped in con
ference. Now, . think of that disconnect. 
They want to take guns away from 
law-abiding citizens, but, at the same 
time, let us not punish criminals who 
use a gun or discharge it or kill some
one in the commission of a crime. Let 
us not increase that. 

Now, you see, the President is not 
saying that. He is not out there saying 
that, because if the American people 
knew that, they would be tremen
dously upset. 

So that is why I am here tonight. I 
am here tonight to get the American 
people to understand there are many of 
us in this body who are upset that the 
crime bill was weakened. 

Now, I understand what happens 
here. That in order to get a crime bill 
through this House, it is an incredible 
juggling act. It is a juggling act be
cause you have Members who do not 
believe in the death penalty. You have 
Members who only want to do the so
cial side or the preventive side. You 
have got those who really believe in 
the coddling of the criminal. You have 
got those who say well, that is really 
not a mugger, that is just a socially 
disadvantaged person who is reaching 
out for help. So he is not really a mug
ger. Allow him to complete his trans
action so he can get back to a midnight 
basketball game. 

Come on. The American people have 
seen through this crime bill. They do 
in fact want a tough crime bill. And 
being one of the 38 Republicans who 
voted for the crime bill, I want a tough 
crime bill. But I cannot support a 
crime bill that does not move back to 
conference and move in a bipartisan 
fashion. I cannot do it, and go back to 
Indiana and look at Hoosiers in the 
face and say "good deed." 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following newspaper arti
cle. 

[From the New York Times News Service, 
Aug. 17, 1994] 

A VOTE AGAINST CRIME BILL IS A LESSON IN 
NEW POLITICS 

(By R.W. Apple, Jr.) 
WASHINGTON.-Rep. Lee L. Hamilton car

ries the look and the sound of small-town 
America with him. He uses the phrase "visit 
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with" to mean "talk to," he still wears his 
hair cut short and he has the same soft Hoo
sier manner that once made Herb Shriner a 
popular humorist. 

But Hamilton, an Indiana Democrat, has 
spent 30 years on the Potomac, and he is now 
a major player on Capitol Hill as chairman 
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee. He 
is invited to the bigtime parties in George
town and at the White House (he was there 
for dinner recently with the Emperor and 
Empress of Japan). He regularly gets ap
proval ratings in the 70s and 80s from most 
liberal groups and ratings in the 30s from 
most conservative organizations. 

Hamilton is admired for his intellect. 
President Clinton, it is said, considered him 
last year for secretary of state and has 
thought of him, along with Walter F. Mon
dale, as a candidate to succeed Warren Chris
topher in that position. In short, he is some
one the Democratic establishment considers 
one of its own. 

So perhaps the most surprising element of 
last week's surprising defeat of the crime 
bill on a procedural motion was Lee Hamil
ton's "no" vote. It is understandable only in 
terms of the two worlds he inhabits and 
which one exerts the stronger influence in 
today's politics. 

"It doesn't give me any joy to cast a vote 
against President Clinton or any other presi
dent, for that matter," he said Tuesday. 
"Would I like to see him get a victory when 
he obviously needs one? Yes. Do I make that 
my first or my second priority? No. 

The basic nature of American politics has 
changed. I don't get elected because of what 
Bill Clinton thinks or what the House leader
ship thinks. The electorate makes up its own 
mind. That inevitably means that presidents 
have a lot less clout with Congress than they 
used to have. All presidents, I mean. 

It's also true, of course, that when a presi
dent is riding high his influence goes up, and 
when a president is in the dumps, the way 
Clinton is, his influence declines." 

Hamilton lives in Nashville, Brown Coun
ty, Indiana (population 873) and represents 
most of southeastern Indiana, an 18-county 
region whose biggest town ls Jeffersonville, 
across the Ohio River from Louisville, Ky. 

People there tend to be conservative 
Democrats; many trace their roots back to 
the "Butternut" Democrats from the South 
who settled in the area. And they are much 
more suspicious of government spending and 
gun control and social engineering than peo
ple in Washington or, for that matter, Indi
anapolis. 

"They elect Lee Hamil ton," an old friend 
said, "because they know that deep down, 
there's a wide streak of Scottish conserv
atism in there." 

Hamilton certainly sounded conservative 
as he discussed his vote in an interview 
Tuesday morning. He said he liked some 
things in the bill, such as the provisions for 
more police officers and more prisons, but he 
argued that Congress "can do better" and 
that if it did not, no bill was preferable to 
one he considered deeply flawed. 

How? Well, the congressman said, he found 
the financing of the new programs "very 
shaky," in fact "largely phony," because 
they would be paid for by savings within the 
federal bureaucracy that would never be 
made. 

There was "a lot of stuff that doesn't be
long in a crime bill," he added, like S300 mil
lion for economic development, and "another 
job training program, when we already have 
about 20 and the vice president has been run
ning around saying we need to consolidate 
them." 

But he spoke with special emphasis about 
the ban on assault weapons, which he voted 
against when it first passed the House, al
though he had voted in favor of the Brady 
law, which requires a five-day waiting period 
before handguns can be purchased. 

Such laws are far more popular in cities, 
he conceded, than in the small towns and 
rural communities he represents; "in Indian
apolis a gun is a threat, but in DuBois or 
Spencer County it's a security device." 

"This is an exceedingly divisive issue," 
Hamilton said, "but no one has shown me 
any evidence that a ban would cut the crime 
rate." 

He pictured his vote as a matter of prin
ciple, but at the White House, it was seen as 
a cave-in to political pressure. Asked why 
Hamil ton had voted as he did, a senior ad
viser to Clinton answered. 

"Guns. That's all it is." 
In fact, Hamilton appears to be under no 

great pressure from anyone. Despite wide
spread talk of stripping him of his chairman
ship as a disciplinary measure, something 
that would have been almost automatic 20 or 
30 years ago, he said he had received no 
threats from House colleagues and no calls 
from the White House since the vote. (Be
forehand, he was called by Vice President Al 
Gore, whom he told that he had already pub
licly pledged to vote "no.") 

His hold on his district appears solid. He 
took 69 percent of the vote in 1992 and 70 in 
1994, and his opponent this year, State Sen
ator Jean Leising, is given little chance. 

There has been no burst of editorial com
ment on his vote, and John Gilkey, manag
ing editor of The Evening News in Jefferson
ville, said that even the assault-gun ban "is 
not really an overwhelming concern to peo
ple here," The main complaints have come 
from local police chiefs. Dean Marble, the 
chief in Clerk County, said he was "really 
disappointed" because additional officers 
were "desperately needed in the country" 
and money was not available. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. MORAN (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) for today, on account of ill
ness in the family. 

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of of
ficial business in the district. 

Mr. DERRICK (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) from 2 p.m. today, on ac
count of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. ZIMMER) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SHAYS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, on August 

18. 
Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. Cox, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HEFLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MANZULLO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EHLERS, for 5 minutes, on August 

18, 19, 20, 21, and 22. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BARLOW) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KREIDLER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. ESHOO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FINGERHUT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BISHOP, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, for 5 min

utes, today. 
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MEEK, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: • 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. ZIMMER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. DELAY. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. SANTORUM. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. ZELIFF. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BARLOW) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. NADLER. 
Mr. BRYANT. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. GORDON. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. RUSH in two instances. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD in two instances. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BUYER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. KREIDLER. 
Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
Mr. BUYER. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. ROSE from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2815. An act to designate a portion of 
the Farmington River in Connecticut as a 
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component of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. 

H.R. 4812. An act to direct the Adminis
trator of General Services to acquire by 
transfer the Old U.S. Mint in San Francisco, 
California, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 10 o'clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.) the House adjourned until tomor
row, Thursday, August 18, 1994, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3713. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Defense, transmitting the 1994 Joint 
Military Net Assessment, pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 113(j)(l); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

3714. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed man
ufacturing license agreement with the Re
public of Korea (Transmittal No. DTC-27-94), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3715. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed man
ufacturing license agreement with Finland 
(Transmittal No. DTC-26-94), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

3716. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed ap
proval of manufacturing license agreement 
with Japan (Transmittal No. DTC-28-94), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3717. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions by Robert Edward Service, of Cali
fornia, to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Paraguay, and members of his family, pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

3718. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter
mination No. 94-32: RFE/RL Relocation, pur
suant to Public Law 103-236, section 
308(k)(2)(B) (108 Sta. 439); to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 523. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (H.R. 4603) making ap
propriations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
related agencies programs for the fiscal year 

ending September 30, 1995, and making sup
plemental appropriations for these depart
ments and agencies for the fiscal year ending 
Sept'ember 30, 1994, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 103-709). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 
Under clause 5 of rule X the following 

action was taken by the Speaker: 
Referral of H.R. 2680 to the Committee on 

Government Operations extended for a pe
riod ending not later than August 18, 1994. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Ms.DUNN: 
H.R. 4973. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to make it unlawful for any per
son to knowingly possess stolen firearms or 
stolen ammunition; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. EVANS (for himself, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. LI
PINSKI, Mr. LEACH, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mrs. 
LLOYD, and Mr. FORD of Tennessee): 

H.R. 4974. A bill to amend the Mississippi 
River Corridor Study Commission Act of 1989 
to extend the term of the Commission estab
lished by such act; to the Committee on Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. DREIER (for himself and Mr. 
KOLBE): 

H.R. 4975. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to exclude changes in tariffs from the 
paygo scorecard and to amend the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974 to exempt changes in tariffs from cer
tain points of order; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Government Operations and Rules. 

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. PAS
TOR): 

H.R. 4976. A bill to amend the Colorado 
River Basin Salinity Control Act to author
ize additional measures to carry out the con
trol of salinity upstream of Imperial Dam in 
a cost-effective manner; to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KREIDLER (for himself, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mr. TORRES, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida): 

H.R. 4977. A bill to change the appeals 
process in the workers compensation provi
sions of title 5, United States Code; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. KREIDLER (for himself, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mr. TORRES, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida): 

H.R. 4918. A bill to require the administra
tive agency responsible for adjudicating 

claims under the workers compensation pro
visions of title 5, United States Code, to fol
low certain procedures in seeking medical 
opinions; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. KREIDLER (for himself, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mr. TORRES, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SYNAR, and Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida): 

H.R. 4979. A bill to require the administra
tive agency responsible for adjudicating 
claims under the workers compensation pro
visions of title 5, United States Code, to se
lect board-certified physicians to provide 
second opinions; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (for him
self, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. BAESLER, and Mr. BAR
LOW): 

H.R. 4980. A bill to designate the bridge on 
U.S. Route 231 which crosses the Ohio River 
between Maceo, KY, and Rockport, IN, as the 
"William H. Natcher Bridge"; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Mr. 
MARKEY. and Ms. MARGOLIES-
MEZVINSKY): 

H.R. 4981. A bill to amend certain Federal 
civil rights statutes to prevent the involun
tary application of arbitration to claims 
that arise from unlawful employment 
discriminaton based on race, color, religion, 
sex, national origin, age, or disability; and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Education and Labor and the Judie!-
ary. 

By Mr. TORKILDSEN: 
H.R. 4982. A bill to improve the enforce

ment of child support obligations in both 
intrastate and interstate cases by requiring 
the imposition and execution of liens against 
the property of persons who owe overdue 
support; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.R. 4983. A bill to amend title IV of the 

Social Security Act by reforming the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children Program, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Ways and Means, Education and 
Labor, Energy and Commerce, and Agri
culture. 

By Mr. DREIER (for himself, Mr. GING
RICH, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. EWING, Ms. DUNN, and 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG): 

H. Con. Res. 284. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to funding for the Uruguay round of 
GATT negotiations; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DELLUMS: 
H. Con. Res. 285. Concurrent resolution di

recting the Secretary of the Senate to make 
technical corrections in the enrollment of S. 
2182; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BALLENGER (for himself and 
Mr. HAMILTON): 

H. Con. Res. 286. Concurrent resolution rec
ognizing the contribution of President 
Alfredo Christiani of El Salvador to achieve 
peace and national reconciliation in El Sal
vador; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. DUNN (for herself, Mr. DEAL, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Mr. KYL, Mrs. FOWLER, Ms. MOLINARI, 
Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mrs. 
ROUKEMA, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. FRANKS of 
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New Jersey, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. 
CRAPO): 

H. Res. 524. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3990) to pro
vide protection from sexual predators; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori
als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

460. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
General Assembly of the State of California, 
relative to Norton Air Force Base; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

461. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to 
women's health care; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

462. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to the 
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

463. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to 
human rights violations and political oppres
sion in Vietnam; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

464. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to law 
enforcement; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

465. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to the 
imprisonment of undocumented alien crimi
nals in Federal prisons; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

466. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to de
portation of the spouses and children of per
manent U.S. residents; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

467. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to 
hate crimes; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

468. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to il
legal aliens; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

469. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to 
gaming on cruise ships; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

470. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to the 
New River; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

471. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to rec
ognition of capital loss on the sale of a prin
cipal residence; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

472. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of California, relative to the 
Federal income tax personal exemption; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 127: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. COPPERSMITH, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. COYNE, Mr. MILLER of Cali
fornia , Mrs. VUCANOVICH, and Mr. DE LUGO. 

H.R. 1110: Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 1164: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 1190: Mr. DORNAN. 
H.R. 2420: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 2586: Mr. SYNAR. 
H.R. 2910: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CANADY, and 

Mr. HANSEN. 
H.R. 3251: Mr. CRANE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 

and Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 3270: Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. 
H.R. 3722: Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
H.R. 3782: Mr. KLUG, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. ZIM-

MER, and Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 3897: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H.R. 4116: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
H.R. 4210: Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. 

HOLDEN, Mr. HUFFINGTON, Mr. RIDGE, and Mr. 
MANTON. 

H.R. 4260: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
H.R. 4375: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 4411: Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 4449: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
HILLIARD, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. OWENS, Mr. SERRANO, and Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ. 

H.R. 4541: Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BURTON of In
diana, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BACCHUS of 
Florida, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Ms. BROWN of Flor
ida, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. HOUGHTON, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mrs. CLAYTON, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. WALSH, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
LEACH, Ms. FURSE, Mr. MFUME, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WATT, and Mr. SYNAR. 

H.R. 4548: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 4643: Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 
H.R. 4699: Mr. MINGE and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 4780: Mr. ORTON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 

PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. KLINK, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. KENNELLY, and 
Mr. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 4792: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
H.R. 4802: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
POMEROY' and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 4810: Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 4851: Mr. PARKER, MR. APPLEGATE, Mr. 

CLAY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. REYN
OLDS. 

H.R. 4860: Mr. VISCLOSKY 
H.R. 4902: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 
H.R. 4944: Mr. DORNAN and Mr. RICHARDSON. 
H.J. Res. 338: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. ROE-

MER, and Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.J. Res. 362: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. JOHNSON of 

South Dakota, and Mr. THOMPSON. 

H.J. Res. 382: Mr. BISHOP and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.J. Res. 397: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. THOMPSON, 

Mr. PASTOR, Mr. FROST' Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. COPPERSMITH, 
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. REED, Mr. QUINN, Mrs. 
MEYERS, of Kansas. Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MANN 
Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. SCHIFF, and Ms. WATERS. 

H. Con. Res. 148: Mr. GILMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 251: Mr. LANTOS,, Mrs. MEYERS 

of Kansas Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. MCCLOSKEY 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H. Con. Res. 255: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. DUN
CAN. 

H. Res. 430: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
and Mr. MANTON. 

H. Res. 472: Mr. WELDON and Mr. 
BALLENGER. 

H. Res. 485: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. TAL
ENT. Mr. GRAMS, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. 
FRANKS, of New Jersey. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso-
1 u tions as follows: 

H.R. 140: Mr. ZIMMER. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

118. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the at
torney general of the State of Arizona, rel
ative to State health care fraud control 
units; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

119. Also, petition of the attorney general 
of the State of Texas, relative to State 
health care fraud control units; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

120. Also, petition of the attorney general 
of the State of Michigan, relative to State 
health care fraud control units; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

121. Also, petition of the attorney general 
of the State of New Mexico, relative to State 
health care fraud control units; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

122. Also, petition of the Department of 
Public Safety of the State of Utah, relative 
to State health and care fraud control units; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

123. Also, petition of the attorney general 
of the State of Minnesota, relative to State 
health care fraud control units; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

124. Also, petition of the attorney general 
of the State of North Carolina, relative to 
State health care fraud control units; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
HOW TO START REFORMING THE 

OWCP 

HON. MIKE KREIDLER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Speaker, in Colorado, 

there is an injured Federal employee who is 
contemplating suicide because he sees his in
surance policy as his only apparent means of 
providing for his family. 

In California, a Vietnam war hero came 
close to bankruptcy twice, lost a chance at 
buying a home, relinquished his military re
serve pay, and lost thousands of dollars in 
wages-thanks to a dog bite while delivering 
the mail. 

In New Jersey, a Federal employee went 3 
years without pay or compensation, liquidated 
all his financial assets and "sold anything I 
could" to get money, and was then fired, over 
a herniated disk. 

In Washington, a trusted naval shipyard em
ployee is threatened, lied to, humiliated, inter
rogated, called names, spied on, and fired, be
cause he injured his back on the job. 

In Georgia, the undercover agent who 
cracked the biggest bribery case in I RS history 
saw 11 doctors who declared him totally and 
permanently disabled, linking his problems to 
the stress of undercover work. And still the 
Government insisted he see more doctors. 
"This [harassment]" he said, "is killing me." 

In Michigan, a Federal employee requires 
ongoing physical therapy to have a relatively 
pain-free life following an on-the-job injury. De
nial of therapy leads to severe pain, but her 
therapy is constantly hindered by the Govern
ment's failure to approve continued treatment. 

This is the dark side of the Federal Employ
ees' Compensation Act, a side filled with tre
mendous amounts of pain and suffering, with 
inexcusable chaos, with an overwhelming and 
under prepared bureaucracy, a tangle of pro
cedures, overly protective managers, and a 
clientele all too frequently living on the very 
edge of harrowing personal tragedy. 

It is also a side the Department of Labor 
would prefer you to ignore. 

The Department of Labor, which administers 
the Federal Employees' Compensation Act, in
stead wants you to focus on the generosity of 
a program which pays out nearly $1.7 billion 
a year in compensation, death and medical 
expenses. The Department is proud of the role 
it plays in helping 260,000 Federal workers 
with job-related injuries or occupational dis
eases, and that 88 percent of all workers' 
compensation cases are approved either ini
tially or on appeal. 

But all across our country, congressional 
caseworkers know there is an entirely different 
story of how the Department administers the 
program through its Office of Workers' Com
pensation Programs. 

Through my office, I've been communicating judicial review to Federal employees. The right 
with caseworkers who say, with unmistakable to access the court will provide finality and 
clarity, that the OWCP has serious structural clarity in the OWCP claims process. And it 
and procedural problems that need to be re- would serve as a check on arbitrary decisions 
formed. They say the OWCP is structured and by the Employees' Compensation Review 
administered to receive a high volume of rel- Board. 
atively routine cases expeditiously. The Physician fees.-The OWCP pays high fees 
OWCP, they say, is competent at this task, to the Government physicians who evaluate 
and the vast majority of its work force handles the claims for the agency. In many cases, 
this function with a high level of professional- these fees are four to five times as high as the 
ism. fee paid to the attending physician. My bill re-

But once a case evolves beyond the rou- quires that the fees paid to Government physi
tine, the OWCP's procedures and administra- cians shall not exceed the fees paid for the 
tion disintegrate to the point where many claimant's physician. It also requires the Gov
caseworkers, and many medical specialists, ernment to make payments to claimants' phy
believe the rights and the needs of injured sicians within 60 days; currently, many physi
Federal employees are routinely placed in cians wait over a year to be paid. 
jeopardy. Second, hand picked doctors: The General 

I've prepared three bills to begin addressing Accounting Office, in a February 1994 report, 
this situation. These bills are only a beginning; noted that when the OWCP assigns a physi
a comprehensive package is required, but cian to conduct an initial examination of an in
should be preceded by oversight hearings into jured Federal employee, it is legally required 
the entire scope of OWCP operations-hear- to use an impartial selection process. This, 
ings which we haven't seen for years. These however, is not the case for a second-opinion 
bills get at a variety of problems, including: examination. Instead, the GAO found that 

First, appeals and judicial review: The bill while there is no conclusive evidence of bias, 
makes statutory changes in the operation of three out of five OWCP districts "used either 
the Federal Employees' Compensation Act, a manual card file, their own automated 
generally by borrowing from the Social Secu- database systems, or other sources to select 
rity program a series of statutory and regu- second-opinion physicians." These practices 
latory policies designed in part to accomplish · . give rise to the belief that in some cases the 
the following: OWCP handpicks physicians in the hope of 

Shorten the time it takes to pay compensa- achieving predetermined outcomes to the det
tion.-One of the major flaws in the current riment of the claimant. 
administration of OWCP is the time it takes to The second-opinion physician plays a cru
begin payment of compensation. For far too cial role in the OWCP process. Following a re
many claimants, the wait is from 6 to 12 view of the second-opinion physician's report, 
months for approval, with an additional 3 a claims examiner may find that the second
months to receive retroactive compensation. opinion physician and the claimant's physician 
Some cases I know of are approaching 4 agree and, in these cases, continue with the 
years in length for a decision on the initial adjudication process. If, on the other hand, the 
claim-incredible, but not unusual. Because of views of the second-opinion physician and the 
these delays, many injured workers have their claimant's physician disagree, OWCP is re
cars repossessed, their homes foreclosed quired to appoint yet another physician to re
upon, and their credit reputation ruined. Sev- solve the medical issues. 
eral provisions of my bill shorten this period. My second bill, therefore, requires the 

Expedite appeals.-The Employees' Com- OWCP to use a strictly impartial system for 
pensation Appeals Board has jurisdiction over the . selection of all second-opinion physicians, 
any appeal filed by a person adversely af- to eliminate any allegation that a second-opin
fected by a final OWCP decision. However, ion physician had been handpicked by the 
according to a 1992 memorandum from the OWCP. Indeed, the GAO wrote in February 
House Education and Labor Committee, the that unless the OWCP moves to an unbiased 
Employees' Compensation Appeals Board selection process there will be "continued per
"seems to lack both the will and authority to ceptions of bias by claimants whose benefits 
impose its decision on OWCP." Further, the are terminated." 
committee memo said, "the perception of un- Third, medical certification: When an OWCP 
fairness in the FECA program is exacerbated examiner has questions about medical evi
by the fact that appeals are conducted by the dence following case file reviews, the exam
same organization [OWCP] that initially re- iner can request additional information from a 
viewed and denied a claim." My bill eliminates claimant's physician or by scheduling the 
the Appeals Board and replaces it with hear- claimant for exams by second-opinion physi
ings before Administrative Law Judges. cians. Second-opinion exams may also be 

Judicial review.-Federal employees are the conducted first, when surgery is recommended 
only employees in the United States who are for certain medical conditions, and second, to 
not entitled to access the courts to contest an determine the extent to which an injured work
adverse denial of workers' compensation er has lost the partial or complete use of a 
claims. My bill gives the fundamental right of body part. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Remarkably, considering the important role 

played by the second-opinion physician, the 
OWCP does not require second-opinion physi
cians to be certified by a board of medical 
specialties. My third bill requires this certifi
cation. 

Again, these bills represent only a start-but 
a much needed start-at reforming the Office 
of Workers Compensation Programs. 

I introduce these bills today with an out
standing group of original cosponsors, and I 
very much appreciate the support of Rep
resentatives AUSTIN MURPHY, BARNEY FRANK, 
TOM BARLOW, MATTHEW MARTINEZ, JAMES 
0BERSTAR, ANDY JACOBS, JOLENE UNSOELD, 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, ESTEBAN EDWARD 
TORRES, BRUCE VENTO, RON WYDEN, MIKE 
SYNAR, and HARRY JOHNSTON. 

TRIBUTE TO VINCENT BRUNHARD, 
SR. 

HON. TOM LEWIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, today it 
is my pleasure to honor a distinguished citizen 
from my district. Mr. Vincent Brunhard, Sr., of 
Lake Worth, FL, has made many outstanding 
contributions to all of Palm Beach County, par
ticularly in the Polish-American community. 

His entire life, Mr. Brunhard has actively 
contributed to American society and the entre
preneurial spirit by establishing and operating 
many successful businesses. 

As an active member of the Polish Cultural 
Society of the Palm Beaches, he served as 
one of the first presidents of the society. His 
commitment extended to serving as an officer 
for the next 1 O years. In addition, he has been 
an active member of the Knights of Columbus, 
and many other civic organizations, contribut
ing to the quality of life for all Palm Beach 
County residents. 

One of his most notable achievements is 
the organization of the first gala event, "A 
Night in Old Warsaw," which is recognized as 
a special event throughout Palm Beach Coun
ty. 

Mr. Brunhard will be honored this November 
13, 1994, for his lifetime of accomplishments. 
The Polish Legion of American Veterans hon
ors Mr. Brunhard with a national honorary 
membership. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud today to recognize 
Vincent Brunhard, on behalf of Post 202 of the 
Polish Legion of American Veterans, U.S.A. 
He is truly an exemplary citizen, and I am 
proud to represent him in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

TRIBUTE TO NELLO BIANCO 

HON. GEORGE MlllER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to an old friend and 
supporter, Mr. Nello Bianco, who is retiring in 
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November as the longest-serving Bay Area 
Rapid Transit [BART] director on the current 
board. 

Nello has been a fixture, a voice for mass 
transit and for creative management and plan
ning since he was first appointed to the board 
by the Contra Costa Board of Supervisors in 
1969. He has won election after election 
since. 

Nello has resided in the bay area for over 
50 years, where he has made contributions as 
a businessman, community leader, and as an 
exemplary citizen. Nello has been associated 
with the Richmond Boys Club, the National 
Safety Council, the Salvation Army Advisory 
Board, and the American Public Transit Au
thority. 

Nello also served on the Richmond City 
Council, as well as on numerous citywide 
commissions. His contributions to the bay area 
have been substantive and lasting, but none 
more so than his 25 years of public service on 
the BART Board of Directors. 

Nello has served in a variety of capacities 
for BART. He has served as the president and 
vice president of the BART Board of Directors 
five times during his quarter century on the 
board. During his tenure on the board, Direc
tor Bianco has been the chair and vice chair, 
and served on every BART committee. 

He has been instrumental in implementing 
many changes to the BART system, particu
larly the extension projects that will bring serv
ice to eastern Contra Costa County and por
tions of Alameda County. He headed the com
mittees that negotiated San Mateo County's 
unique $200 million buy-in to BART, which ini
tiated construction of the long awaited BART 
extensions in east bay cities-Martinez, Pitts
burg, and Antioch-and the San Francisco 
International Airport. 

Nello was also instrumental in bringing the 
Morrison-Knudsen BART car construction 
plant to Pittsburg. Once the company won a 
contract to build new BART cars, Bianco en
couraged the company to manufacture the 
cars in an old steel plant in Pittsburg. This will 
create hundreds of jobs in the Pittsburg com
munity, as well as a needed economic boost. 

Director Bianco's long reign as BART direc
tor comes to an end in November with the ex
piration of his term. His dedication and com
mitment to the people of the bay area will be 
missed by all. The contributions he has made 
have affected nearly every resident of the 
area, as well as many others. His efforts and 
hard work will be missed, but his many ac
complishments will be enjoyed by bay area 
residents for years to come. 

Nello Bianco and I have been engaged in 
local politics in the east bay for many years to
gether, sometimes in opposition, but generally 
working together in mutual support of can
didates and initiatives to improve the lives of 
the residents of the bay area. I treasure 
Nello's friendship and I salute his decades of 
service to BART and to California. 

August 17, 1994 
HEALTH CARE REFORM 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, like those old

time snake oil salesmen, President Clinton 
and the liberal leadership hawk the Clinton
Gephardt bill as a health care system cure all. 
But just like snake oil, their remedy for reform 
is a sham. 

They claim that the Clinton-Gephardt bill is 
a cost-containment measure. But if you look at 
the ingredients, you find the same old pre
scription the liberals in Congress always dole 
out: More government bureaucracy mixed in 
with higher taxes. 

If the American public is forced to swallow 
this brew, the side effects could be deadly: 
health care rationing and reduced quality. This 
is hardly, what the American people want from 
health care reform. 

The proposal calls for a national health cost 
commission to monitor the growth of health 
care expenditures. A group of unelected -bu
reaucrats would decide what care they feel is 
appropriate for Americans. Mr. Speaker, I al
ways thought that was the doctor's job. 

The cost of global budgets and price con
trols would fall squarely on middle-class pa
tients. Meeting the Clinton-Gephardt global 
budget goals would require a 24 percent re
duction in available health care resources by 
the year 2000-effectively rationing one quar
ter of our health care system. 

This will reduce quality and access to care. 
Doctors and hospitals would no longer provide 
the best, most advanced, most sophisticated 
care. Instead, patients can look forward to 
long lines and delays, if they can get health 
care at all. 

Mr. Speaker, what the American people 
need is not more feel-good tonic, but real 
medicine. They need health care reform that 
will work. I urge my colleagues to read the 
Dole plan and the Michel plan. They contain 
real cost-containment measures which will not 
threaten the quantity and quality of our health 
care resources. 

SALUTE TO GEOFFREY B. AVILA 

HON. JACK REED 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa

lute a distinguished young man from Rhode 
Island who has attained the rank of Eagle 
Scout in the Boy Scouts of America. He is 
Geoffrey B. Avila of Troop 6 in Bristol, RI, and 
he is honored this week for his noteworthy 
achievement. 

Not every young American who joins the 
Boy Scouts earns the prestigious Eagle Scout 
Award. In fact, only 2.5 percent of all Boy 
Scouts do. To earn the award, a Boy Scout 
must fulfill requirements in the areas of leader
ship, service, and outdoor skills. He must earn 
21 merit badges, 11 of which are required 
from areas such as citizenship in the commu
nity, citizenship in the Nation, citizenship in the 
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world, safety, environmental science, and first 
aid. 

As he progresses through the Boy Scout 
ranks, a Scout must demonstrate participation 
in increasingly more responsible service 
projects. He must also demonstrate leadership 
skills by holding one or more specific youth 
leadership positions in his patrol and/or troop. 
This young man has distinguished himself in 
accordance with these criteria. 

For his Eagle Scout project, Geoffrey lo
cated homes in Bristol, RI, that had no num
ber designation for 911 rescue purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in saluting Eagle Scout Geoffrey B. 
Avila. In turn, we must duly recognize the Boy 
Scouts of America for establishing the Eagle 
Scout Award and the strenuous criteria its as
pirants must meet. This program has through 
its 64 years honed and enhanced the leader
ship skills and commitment to public service of 
many outstanding Americans, two dozen of 
whom now serve in the House. 

It is my sincere belief that Geoffrey B. Avila 
will continue his public service and in so doing 
will further distinguish himself and con
sequently better his community. I join friends, 
colleagues, and family who this week salute 
him. 

INTRODUCTION OF CIVIL RIGHTS 
PROCEDURES PROTECTION ACT 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
the House voted 427-4 to extend to congres
sional employees coverage under Federal 
labor and civil rights laws, correcting a long
standing deficiency in these laws. Today, to
gether with Representatives EDWARD MARKEY 
and MARJORIE MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, I am in
troducing legislation to address another seri
ous problem that deprives many Americans of 
the legal protections Congress intended them 
to have when these laws were passed. 

Our legislation, the Civil Rights Procedures 
Protection Act, would prevent the practice of 
requiring employees to agree to submit any 
claims of job discrimination that may arise to 
binding arbitration. The willingness to sign 
such an agreement is often made a condition 
of hiring, continued employment, or promotion. 
The practice of mandatory arbitration, which is 
already in widespread use in the securities in
dustry, is growing in popularity among many 
individual corporations especially in the con
struction, insurance, banking, and information 
technology industries. 

The Wall Street Journal profiled the han
dling of a sexual harassment case by the se
curities industry on June 9. The article de
scribed the case of Helen Walters, a secretary 
subjected to obscene name-calling, physical 
threats, and unwanted gifts of condoms from 
her boss-actions most reasonable people 
would agree constitute a hostile work environ
ment. Her case was ultimately dismissed; not 
by a court or the Equal Employment Oppor
tunity Commission, but by a three-member ar
bitration panel hired and paid for by the secu-
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rities industry. A recent GAO report on the 
subject found that arbitrators employed by the 
securities industry are typically white males, 
averaging 60 years of age, with little or no 
specific training in employment law. In Ms. 
Walters' case, she did not realize that the 
agreement she signed when she became a 
registered securities agent contained the man
datory arbitration clause, nor did she know 
that barring fraud the arbitration panel's deci
sion could not be overturned in court. 

The Civil Rights Procedures Protection Act 
would amend seven Federal statutes to speci
fy that the powers and procedures provided 
under those acts could not be overridden by 
any contract, Federal statute of general appli
cability or other mechanism. Our legislation 
specifically permits employees to voluntarily 
elect to resolve an employment claim under 
arbitration after the claim has arisen. 

The Federal statues amended by our bill 
are: title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
section 505 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
the Americans With Disabilities Act, section 
1977 of the Revised States, which encompass 
the damages provided under the Civil Rights 
Act of 1991, the Equal Pay Act, the Family 
and Medical Leave Act, and the Federal Arbi
tration Act. The amendment to the FAA ex
tends the protections of the bill to claims of 
unlawful employment discrimination that arise 
under State or local law as well as to any 
other Federal statute under which similar 
charges of job discrimination may be brought. 

Congress passed each of these laws with 
the intention of extending its protections to all 
Americans. No one wants to believe at the 
time of hiring that he or she may one day be 
in a position to bring an employment discrimi
nation claim against an employer. Mandatory 
arbitration represents a disturbing trend in em
ployment law, one that forces many workers to 
choose between a job or promotion and their 
civil rights. This is a choice no one should be 
forced to make. I hope my colleagues will join 
us in cosponsoring the Civil Rights Procedures 
Protection Act. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE CIVIL 
RIGHTS PROCEDURES PROTEC
TION ACT OF 1994 

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing, along with Congresswomen 
SCHROEDER and MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, legis
lation that responds to a growing threat to 
American employees' civil rights. Specifically, 
our bill would prevent employers from forcing 
their employees to give up their right to pursue 
employment discrimination and sexual harass
ment claims in courts of law. This bill re
sponds to the burgeoning practice, engaged in 
most prominently by the securities industry, 
but also increasingly relied on by employers in 
information technology and other fields, of 
compelling employees to sign contracts that 
require all employee-employer disputes to be 
resolved through binding arbitration. This prac
tice has resulted in an important-and, by all 
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accounts, growing-segment of corporate 
America simply opting out of the anti-discrimi
nation laws on the books. 

Signing away one's right to pursue a dis
crimination claim in court may be a condition 
of employment or advancement, or may be re
quired in order to gain certain employee bene
fits such as stock options. In the securities in
dustry, securities firms require that certain em
ployees, as a condition of their employment, 
register with one or more stock exchanges, 
thus becoming registered representatives. As 
part of that process, they must submit a so
called U-4 application, which is a standard 
contract used by each of the securities ex
changes. The U-4 agreement requires, some
what elliptically, that all disputes or controver
sies with the employee's firm be arbitrated if 
the rules of the exchange with which the em
ployee is registered requires them to be arbi
trated. The exchanges, in turn, have rules that 
require registered representatives and mem
ber firms to arbitrate all controversies that 
arise between them. 

Thus, in order for brokers to have a license 
to do business as employees of brokerage 
houses, they must sign or resign. The em
ployee has no choice in the matter, and in
deed, even if he or she were to have offers of 
employment from more than one firm, shop
ping around to find one that does not require 
arbitration would be to no avail: it is an indus
try-wide practice, with no opportunity for indi
vidual modification. 

This practice, however, flies in the face of 
the spirit of the antidiscrimination laws passed 
by Congress and on the books of States and 
municipalities across the country. When Con
gress passed the various civil rights and fair 
employment practices laws, it established ac
cess to the courts as the means of enforcing 
the fundamental rights those laws sought to 
sat eguard. The judiciary is the objective arbiter 
of these rights; without access to the courts, 
the employee has no clear means of estab
lishing them. The employer, in turn, has less 
incentive to follow the letter of the law. The 
existence of an unassailably neutral forum in 
which to vindicate these basic rights is there
fore critical to their vitality. For private employ
ers to forcibly interpose instead a substitute 
forum-with a distinct set of procedures, no 
access to a jury, no right to appeal, and no re
quirement that the arbitrators even follow the 
letter of the law in rendering their decision
constitutes a constructive denial of the right to 
a nondiscriminatory workplace. 

No industry has practiced such constructive 
denial of rights as consistently as the securi
ties industry. Not only is the practice perva
sive, but the impartial and independent judicial 
forum envisioned by Congress is exchanged 
for a captive one where neutrality and inde
pendence are in serious doubt. Securities in
dustry arbitration is run by the industry 
selfregulatory organizations [SRO's), with in
dustry members represented on each arbitra
tion panel, and with arbitrators with little or no 
expertise in the area of employment law sitting 
in exclusive judgment. As the GAO discovered 
in its recent report to my subcommittee, the 
vast majority of arbitrators at the major SRO's 
are white males, above the age of 60. At best, 
such a setting has the appearance of unfair
ness; at worst, it is a tainted forum in which 



22920 
an employee can never be guaranteed a truly 
objective hearing. 

Procedurally, securities arbitration is a far 
cry from adjudication, with substantial limita
tions on discovery and no obligation on the 
part of the arbitrators to even explain the rea
sons for the final outcome. The secretive na
ture of the proceedings, combined with arbitra
tors' ability to follow whim rather than prece
dent, and not have to justify their decision ei
ther in writing or to an appellate tribunal, result 
in a system poorly adapted to the vindication 
of fundamental civil rights. Moreover, the 
broad public policy purpose behind individual 
enforcement of the civil rights laws is under
mined. In addition to their remedial function, 
the antidiscrimination laws serve an important 
deterrent function. This purpose requires both 
a public forum and one that can bind employ
ers through precedent, the fore of law, and 
moral suasion. Forcible industry-sponsored ar
bitration provides none of those. 

At its best, arbitration is an efficient and low
cost alternative to the courtroom. If conducted 
fairly, both parties to the arbitration proceeding 
can benefit. But even at its best, arbitration is 
not suited to disputes over fundamental rights 
unless both parties, once a claim has arisen, 
decide that it is an appropriate means of re
solving the dispute. The bill we are introducing 
today would invalidate all predispute agree
ments to arbitrate claims raised under Title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; the Age Dis
crimination in Employment Act of 1967; the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990; section 1977 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States; the 
Equal Pay Act of 1963; and the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993. It would also 
amend the Federal Arbitration Act by render
ing it inapplicable with respect to a Federal, 
State, or local claim of unlawful discrimination 
based on race, color, religion, national origin, 
age, or disability. Together, these changes will 
ensure that all employees can enjoy the fun
damental protections offered by the civil rights 
laws. 

TRIBUTE TO UNITED MINORITY 
MEDIA ASSOCIATES 

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the achievements of the United Minority 
Media Association as it celebrates its 20th an
niversary. 

The UMMA has been a leader in calling for 
increased minority participation and ownership 
in the telecommunications, print, broadcast, 
advertising, and public relations industries. For 
over 20 years, through many and varied pro
grams such as professional skill enhancement 
and recruitment opportunities, UMMA has 
worked tirelessly to bring about changes that 
benefit black Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to salute and 
honor the kind of commitment and dedication 
shown by the UMMA. 
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SURGICAL PROCEDURES PATENTS 

HON. JOHN BRYANT 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, putting aside for 
a moment all of the problems which exist in 
our Nation's health care delivery system-and 
they are legion-most of us would agree that 
the United States leads thE! world in the devel
opment and practice of state-of-the-art medi
cine. 

Unfortunately, the U.S. Patent and Trade
mark Office may be erecting a barrier to pro
viding the most up-to-date surgical proce
dures. 

The American Society of Cataract and Re
fractive Surgery has brought a serious matter 
to the attention of Congress: the approval of 
patents for purely surgical procedures. For 
most of our history, medical procedures, inde
pendent of a medical device, were not consid
ered patentable. In 1952, new and useful 
processes were added to the list of subject 
matter that could be patented, a move that 
was intended to codify existing policy, not 
change it. At the time, surgical procedures 
were not considered patentable. 

In more recent years, however, the Patent 
and Trademark Office has issued process pat
ents for purely surgical procedures and the 
holders of those patents have actively sought 
to enforce them. One example is a 1992 pat
ent issued to a doctor for a particularly shaped 
incision for eye surgery. No patentable de
vices, instruments, or drugs were claimed. I 
have been told that this doctor is now suing 
and threatening to sue other surgeons for 
using the same or similar incisions. 

Such patents pose a serious problem, both 
in terms of health care costs and medical 
treatment. License fees and infringement liti
gation would increase the cost of providing 
health care. In addition, the threat of litigation 
places a pressure on doctors to refrain from 
using surgical techniques or delay using sur
gical techniques, for non-medical reasons. 
Many foreign countries do not permit surgical 
procedures to be patented. 

The American Society of Cataract and Re
fractive Surgery has presented to Congress its 
view that medicine has long had an alternative 
incentive system to promote surgical innova
tion and sharing of information: the recognition 
and prestige that flows from publishing in 
medical journals and presenting papers at 
medical conferences. The Society has pointed 
out that the extraordinary progress in surgical 
procedures during the past century has been 
accomplished with virtually no encouragement 
from the patent laws and that injecting patent 
law into this field is unnecessary and harmful. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to encourage my 
colleagues on the House Judiciary Committee 
to look into this matter. There is little to be 
gained and a great deal to be lost from a pol
icy that discourages physicians from practicing 
state-of-the-art medicine. · 

August 17, 1994 
AMENDMENT TO ANTI-HEAD TAX 

ACT 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the recently 

passed conference report on the Federal Avia
tion Administration Authorization Act included 
(section 112) an amendment to the Federal 
Anti-Head Tax (49 U.S.C. section 40116 
(d)(2)(A)) to make it unlawful for States or 
their political subdivisions to levy or collect 
new taxes, fees, or charges imposed exclu
sively upon any airport business, if the tax, fee 
or charge is not used wholly for airport or 
aeronautical purposes. I would like to clarify 
that this provision was not intended to limit the 
grandfather authority of airports under 49 USC 
section '47107(b). That section permits qualify
ing airport operators to spend airport revenues 
for certain off-airport purposes. The recently 
passed amendment to the Federal Anti-Head 
Tax Act was not intended to prohibit airports 
from spending new taxes, fees or charges in 
accordance with the grandfather provisions of 
49 USC section 47107(b). 

RECOGNITION OF THE SERVICE OF 
E. GENE KEIFFER 

HON. SAM JOHNSON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise today to recognize and commend the ac
complishments of an exceptional individual 
who has worked for the strengthening of our 
national security and aerospace industry for 
44 years. 

On August 25, 1994, Mr. Gene Keiffer will 
retire as chairman of the board of E-Systems. 
E-Systems is headquartered in Dallas, TX and 
is vital to the national intelligence community 
in protecting our country. 

He joined E-Systems as an antenna and 
microwave design engineer and was subse
quently promoted to the vice president, gen
eral manager oi the Garland Division located 
in the Third Congressional District. His mana
gerial skills were further recognized in 1989 
when he was elected to the position of chair
man and chief executive officer. The selfless 
character and innovative skills that he has 
brought to the management of highly classified 
programs have made our country a safer and 
more democratic nation. 

His service is exemplified in his support and 
participation in the Institute for Electrical and 
Electronic Engineers, American Defense Pre
paredness, the Association of the U.S. Army 
and the Space Advisory Board at Texas A&M 
University. 

Keiffer is a graduate of Southern Methodist 
University with a degree in Electric Engineer
ing where he went on to receive his Master's 
degree in the same discipline. In 1989 he was 
the recipient of the SMU Distinguished Alumni 
Award. 

Fortunately, he and his wife Carole, who 
has been very supportive during his quality 
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years of service to our country and industry, 
will continue to reside in the third district. I 
thank him for his dedication and commend 
him on a lifetime of invaluable service to 
America. 

COLLEGE FACILITY TO BE NAMED 
FOR COMMUNITY PILLAR HY 
ROSENBLUM 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
would be appropriate for this body to add its 
voice to the chorus of tribute being prepared 
in honor of Hy Rosenblum of Rensselaer 
County in upstate New York. 

Hy Rosenblum was born in East Schodack 
in 1911. This one-time product of a one-room 
schoolhouse graduated from the St. Lawrence 
University School of Law in Brooklyn and 
began his legal practice in 1937. 

For over 50 years, Mr. Rosenblum became 
increasingly involved in community life. He 
was attorney for many years for the towns of 
East Greenbush and Schodack and the village 
of Castleton. In 1943, he created the Consid
eration Award, which he presents to local high 
school students judged by faculty members to 
have shown the highest regard for the per
sonal and property rights of others. 

In 1946, he incorporated the Hudson Valley 
Broadcasting Corp., the forerunner of WROW 
radio and WROW-TV. For many years he 
served on the company's board of directors. 

In 1953, Gov. Thomas Dewey appointed Mr. 
Rosenblum to the original board of trustees for 
Hudson Valley Community College, a board 
he served for many years as secretary. 

Mr. Rosenblum has also chaired the 
Rensselaer County Park Committee, during 
which time he played a major role in develop
ing what became the Grafton Lakes State 
Park. 

In addition, Mr. Rosenblum worked hard to 
secure additional state troopers for improved 
highway safety, to prevent the closing of the 
Fort Orange Paper Co. in 1973, saving hun
dreds of jobs, and the drive to close the Dunn 
Memorial Bridge during rush hour. He also 
served on the town of Schodack's advisory 
committee to develop a master plan for the 
Castleton Island State Park. And finally, he is 
a former assistant attorney general for the 
State of New York. 

Mr. Rosenblum is a member of the 
Rensselaer County and New York State Bar 
Associations, the Kiwanis Club and Schodack 
Businessmen's Association, and a former 
member of the civic affairs committee of great
er Albany Chamber of Commerce and the 
board of directors of the Daughters of Sarah 
Nursing Home. 

In honor of his vital contributions to Hudson 
Valley Community Center, a former local mon
astery will be named the Hy Rosenblum Ad
ministration Center. The dedication will take 
place on Friday, September 9, 1994, and I 
hope to be there to pay my respects. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Speaker, I ask this House to 
join me so that we may forward our respects 
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as a body to a great American and good 
friend, Hy Rosenblum, who has worked tire
lessly to improve the lives of his neighbors. 

BEW ARE OF U.S. TROOPS ON THE 
GOLAN HEIGHTS 

HON. TOM Del.AY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, despite repeated 
assurances by administration officials that any 
discussion of deployment of United States sol
diers to the Golan Heights is premature, there 
is reason to believe that in the event of a 
peace agreement between Israel and Syria, 
American troops will be dispatched to the Mid
dle East. In fact, when Secretary of State War
ren Christopher was asked whether United 
States troops on the Golan might be part of 
any Israeli-Syrian agreement, his response 
was, absolutely. This would be the first major 
stationing of U.S. forces there since the cata
strophic 1983 Beirut deployment. 

The possibility of such a deployment raises 
serious concerns about the safety of United 
States troops, the sustainability of such a mis
sion, and the longterm security of Israel. I 
would like to submit for the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD an article that appeared in the Hous
ton Chronicle on August 5 by Yoram Ettinger 
entitled, "Doubt a U.S. Presence on Golan is 
Sustainable." I encourage my colleagues and 
administration officials to read it, as it makes 
a number of very important points about the 
risks of such a plan. 

[From the Houston, Chronicle, Aug. 5, 1994) 
DOUBT A U.S. PRESENCE ON GoLAN IS 

SUSTAINABLE 

(By Yoram Ettinger) 
Former U.S. Defense Secretary Les Aspin 

suggested at a June meeting in Tel Aviv that 
a current proposal to deploy U.S. troops on 
the Golan Heights-following total evacu
ation by Israel-will have to be in the mag
nitude of a brigade in order to be significant. 
Under current Pentagon guidelines, he 
noted, such an initiative would constitute a 
strain on the U.S. military, since it would 
require preparing a division-one-tenth of all 
American forces. Aspin indicated that if the 
scope of the deployment would be limited to 
the monitoring presence in Sinai, "then it 
would be trivial." 

In addition, Rep. Lee Hamilton, D-Ind., 
chairman of the House Committee on foreign 
Affairs, has recently indicated that a survey 
is already under way to determine the spe
cific locations of a U.S. peacekeeping force 
on the Golan. 

Such a force would, supposedly, constitute 
an essential reassuring component. It would 
ostensibly be essential in light of: 

(a) Syrian leader Hafex Assad's military 
potential and his record of brutality and un
predictability. 

(B) The short-lived tenure of hundreds of 
Mideast inter-Muslim political agreements. 

(C) The violently abrupt nature of their ab
rogation. 

(D) Israel's risk-taking by giving away the 
Golan. 

However, in order to bolster a potentially 
vulnerable accord, a U.S. presence on the 
Golan is required to be a durable, long-term 
and political/military sustainable undertak-
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ing. Moreover, it is required to be compat
ible with U.S. interests, lest it be summarily 
withdrawn, thus upsetting a fragile arrange
ment and undermining the prospects for real 
peace. Is the deployment of U.S. peace
keepers (monitoring or combat, unilateral or 
multinational) consistent with such require
ments? 

A Washington power broker agreed with 
me last week that the question of a complete 
withdrawal from the Golan should be decided 
by Israel voters. He stated, however, that the 
fate of U.S. peacekeepers and their implica
tions for U.S. national security should be de
bated by the American public and the appro
priate congressional committees, independ
ent of Israel's stance. I believe that public 
debate should go forward with the following 
in mind. 

Unlike U.S. observers in Sinai (22,000 
square miles of empty desert), U.S. personnel 
on the Golan (450 square miles) would be sit
uated about 25 miles from two of the most 
notorious training/operational centers of 
international terrorism and narco-terrorism: 
Damascus and the Damascus-controlled Beqa 
Valley ("Medellin Drug Cartel East"). Un
like ordinary U.N. forces, U.S. servicemen on 
the Golan would serve as a lightning rod for 
these terrorists. 

U.S. observers in Sinai are located on the 
Red Sea across from Saudi Arabia, a rel
atively predictable ally of the United States. 
On the other hand, a Golan contingency
stationed in a neighborhood the size of a 
small U.S. congressional district-would bor
der Le ban on, a microcosm of Mideast vola
tility, violence, fragmentation and Islamic 
and Arab nationalist, anti-U.S. sentiments. 

Moreover, the Sinai presence is situated 
between Israel and Egypt, which is ruled by 
a pro-U.S., relatively moderate Arab regime. 
However, a Golan contingency would sepa
rate Israel from Syria, a traditional ally of 
Iran, North Korea, Cuba and Somalia's Col. 
Mohammed Aideed. Damascus has also dem
onstrated its capability to defy the United 
States, as evidenced by the devastation of 
the Marine headquarters in Beirut, the 
bombing of Pan Am Flight 103, etc. 

Furthermore, the safe location of the Sinai 
monitors and their distance from Israeli and 
Egyptian m111tary forces, puts them out of 
the line of fire should a clash occur. On the 
other hand, the Golan forces would be geo
graphically sandwiched between Israel and 
its mightiest Arab neighbor, Syria, a few 
miles away from its armory, infantry and ar
tillery. 

Moreover, terrorist proxies of hostile, radi
cal regimes (Syria, Iran, Iraq, Libya, etc.) 
could target U.S. servicemen. They could 
also preserve the element of deniab111ty, 
while intimidating Washington, constraining 
its ability to respond to provocations else
where (e.g. the Persian Gulf area) and extort
ing political concessions. 

In the absence of an effective U.S. combat 
force (which is precluded-even theoreti
cally-by the diminished overall size of the 
U.S. military), one may predict a possible 
withdrawal of the peacekeepers in the face of 
hostage-taking and casualties. Such a with
drawal would be perceived as another retreat 
following Beirut, Somalia and Haiti. It 
would further erode the U.S. posture of de
terrence, shrinking its public support for fu
ture well-thought-out and globally essential 
overseas military involvement. 

While on the Golan, U.S. presence would 
constrain Israel by forcing her to coordinate 
preemptive and reactive operations with the 
United States, thus inadvertently shielding 
terrorists operating outside the Golan. It 
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would also deny the United States the bene
fits from Israel's "unauthorized actions" 
(e.g., the 1981 bombing of Iraqi 's nuclear re
actor). 

In fact, requiring Israel to seek prior ap
proval in countering belllgerence would 
strain U.S. relations with Israel. At the same 
time, appearing to have enabled Israel to act 
freely would damage U.S.-Arab ties. How
ever, as demonstrated by the precedent of 
the 1982183 U.S. episode in Lebanon, and as is 
evidenced by Mideast complexities, one can 
expect the undermining of the relationship 
between the United States and both sides, 
which is essential to the achievement of a 
genuine peace. 

In addition, a U.S. presence at a stormy 
junction bordering Israel, Lebanon, Syria, 
Jordan and numerous terrorist groups, could 
draw the United States unwillingly into re
gional and costly inter-Arab and inter-Israel 
disputes, expanding the scope of these con
flicts, otherwise confined to local slgnlfl
cance (e.g., Somalia). It would certainly 
deepen the involvement of Russia (which has 
resumed strategic cooperation with Syria), 
France (which still views Lebanon as a 
French auxiliary) and other powers, further 
exacerbating global and regional tensions at 
the expense of U.S. concerns. 

Keeping in mind the American public reac
tion to the U.S. military involvement in 
Lebanon and Somalia, and recognizing the 
likely pitfalls of a U.S. force on the Golan, 
such an undertaking would probably be nei
ther durable, nor long term, nor politically/ 
militarily sustainable. Thus, a political ar
rangement predicated upon such a tenuous 
component would ultimately imperil re
gional stability, threaten U.S. interests and 

· jeopardize the quest for a solid, long-term 
peace in the Middle East. 

TRIBUTE TO HOW ARD H. PENUEL 

HON. BART GORDON 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to thank 

a devoted resident of my hometown of 
Murfreesboro and a great friend, Mr. Howard 
H. Penuel, for his 16 years of outstanding 
service as Rutherford County trustee and to 
congratulate him for serving longer than any 
other trustee in the history of Rutherford 
County. 

A lifelong Middle Tennessean who was born 
in Wilson County, Mr. Penuel moved in 1941 
to Murfreesboro, where he began his public 
service by driving a school bus and then serv
ing the community as a salesman at Haynes 
Hardware Company. 

Seeking self-employment, Mr. Penuel later 
formed a partnership and opened a business 
that he would later own, Seventy-Nine Auto 
Body Repair. After selling this business, Mr. 
Penuel opened Penuel's Surplus Sales, a fur
niture and general merchandise store in Ruth
erford County. 

Mr. Penuel was an active force in State and 
county Democratic campaigns for several 
years, working tirelessly and selflessly for 
causes and candidates he believed in. This 
experience paid off for Mr. Penuel himself 
when he ran for-and won-his first political 
office in 1978: Rutherford County trustee. 

His service made quite an impression not 
only on natives of Rutherford County but on all 
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Tennesseans, who elected him "Trustee of the 
year" after he served just one term. The 
County Officials Association of Tennessee, for 
which he served as president, also named him 
Outstanding Trustee of the Year. 

Mr. Penuel displayed both foresight and vi
sion as a trustee. Because he developed the 
county's first idle money investment program, 
the only debt Rutherford County owes is a 
debt of gratitude to Mr. Penuel. His initiative 
held the property tax rate low by earning the 
county millions of dollars · in interest. 

Rutherford County is indeed losing a valu
able leader who has shown all of us what it 
means to serve and undoubtedly will continue 
to do so. Rutherford County's loss, however, 
is a big gain for Mr. Penuel's seven grand
children and two great-grandchildren, who will 
be the new beneficiaries of his energy and at
tention. The golf course beckons him as well. 

Please join me and all other Middle Ten
nesseans in wishing him well in his retirement. 

EDUCATION IN THE 103D 
CONGRESS 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
August 17, 1994, into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

EDUCATION IN THE 103D CONGRESS 

This is an exciting time in education. 
Major reform efforts are underway at all lev
els of government. The 103d Congress has ap
proved several initiatives with broad support 
from educators, parents' groups, and mem
bers of Congress from both parties. The fed
eral government has always played an im
portant role in postsecondary education, but 
these efforts focus on elementary and sec
ondary education. Congress has made two 
things clear: its commitment to education 
reform, and its belief that state and local 
governments must continue to take primary 
responsibility for education. 

NEW INITIATIVES 

Congress has passed bills aimed at improv
ing educational opportunities for students in 
preschool to high school: 

Head Start: This program, which provides 
educational and social services to disadvan
taged preschool children, has been widely ac
claimed. However, there have been concerns 
about the quality of some Head Start pro
grams, and Congress enacted a law aimed at 
improving their effectiveness. The law sets 
aside a portion of Head Start funding for 
quality improvements, and requires evalua
tions before Head Start providers can expand 
services. Head Start programs will now iden
tify highly skilled teachers to supervise and 
advise less experienced ones. The law also re
quires the creation of more stringent quality 
standards for Head Start programs, and eval
uations of each provider at least once every 
three years. Providers are now required to 
make greater efforts to involve parents in 
the development of their children's program. 
Moreover, the law seeks to expand services 
for children under three, and calls for a 
study on the need for full-day and full-year 
Head Start instruction. · 

Goals 2000: Considered the centerpiece of 
President Clinton's education reform efforts, 
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Goals 2000 establishes a framework for fed
eral support of stats' comprehensive reform 
efforts. Participation in the program is 
strictly voluntary. The law codifies the Na
tional Education Goals, first drafted by 
President Bush and the nation's governors. 
It continues the National Education Goals 
Panel, which will monitor the nation's 
progress toward meeting the eight goals by 
the year 2000. In addition, a new board ls 
charged with identifying the skills that stu
dents will need to pursue certain occupations 
so that they can better plan their course of 
study. A separate panel will develop rec
ommended curriculum content, pupil per
formance, and opportunity-to-learn stand
ards, which states can use as guideposts for 
their own reform efforts. 

States wishing to participate in Goals 2000 
must develop plans for systemic reform, and 
are not required to adopt the national stand
ards. Most of the funding for reform must be 
passed along to local school districts. Goals 
2000 fosters flexib111ty by allowing states and 
local schools to apply for waivers of federal 
regulations and by permitting the use of re
form funds for public "school choice. 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA): The House and Senate have passed · 
different bills to reauthorize the ESEA, the 
law through which elementary and second
ary schools receive most federal aid. Origi
nally enacted almost 30 years ago, the ESEA 
primarily provides assistance for four pur
poses; to help meet the special needs of dis
advantaged students; to improve instruction 
in certain subject areas, such as math, 
science, and drug abuse prevention; to sup
port teacher training and development; and 
to provide aid for a variety of other re
sources, such as library books and comput
ers. 

By far the largest portion of ESEA funds 
are devoted to programs for disadvantaged 
students. Most congressional debate has fo
cused on the degree to which funding should 
be concentrated on those schools with the 
highest proportion of poor students, and on 
allowing these funds to be used for 
schoolwide programs. Both the House and 
the Senate have sought to expand on the 
flexibility initiated in Goals 2000 by allowing 
schools to seek further exemptions from fed
eral regulations. Greater emphasis is also 
placed on providing more extensive profes
sional development for teachers. 

School-to-Work Transition: Targeted at 
the 50% of students who do not go to college, 
this law provides aid to develop programs to 
prepare students for the workplace. Students 
will be able to integrate school-based and 
work-based learning in a course of study pro
viding them with a high school diploma as 
well as additional certlflcation in an occupa
tional area. The program will be operated by 
local partnerships including employers, edu
cators, and labor. 

ASSESSMENT 

I have never been pessimistic about the 
education system in the United States. 
There is always plenty of room for improve
ment, but I believe that we do a reasonably 
good job of educating our young people and 
preparing them for work. There isn't any 
doubt that we have to lift the performance of 
youngsters coming out of schools so that 
they have the skills required in today's 
world. No one of us should be satisfied with 
an educational system that is average or 
even just above average. The test is really 
whether we have the knowledge or skills to 
prosper in the arena of increased global com
petition. 

The last thing we need is federal control of 
schools. But we do need to give expression to 
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legitimate national concerns about revitaliz
ing and supporting local efforts to improve 
schools. Developing ideas about what con
stitutes high-quality education does not en
tail a national curriculum or standardization 
curriculum or standardization. Standards 
represent goals, and imaginative teachers 
will find a wide variety of ways to reach 
them. All of us want to see every student 
have a qualify education and achieve pro
ficiency in basic skills. We want every stu
dent to be economically productive and a 
good citizen. And we would like every school 
to have a healthy climate for learning. All of 
us want to give more dignity and status to 
our teachers. And we want each school to be 
free to shape creatively its own program. 

I believe that states and localities are pri
marily responsible for providing the services 
that will help us achieve our educational 
goals, but I also believe that the federal gov
ernment has an important role to play. All 
levels of government need to contribute to 
making America a nation of learners. The 
new education initiatives continue the ongo
ing national conversation about what our 
children will need to know in the 21st cen
tury. 

COMMENDING CAPT. JUAN 
TUDELA SALAS 

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend Capt. Juan Tudela Salas of 
the U.S. Coast Guard, a native son of Guam 
and a distinguished graduate of the U.S. 
Coast Guard Academy, for the exemplary 
manner in which he has discharged his duties 
as commander of the Marianas section and as 
the marine safety officer of the U.S. Coast 
Guard on Guam. 

Since assuming this post 2 years ago, Cap
tain Salas efficiently dealt with an unusual 
heap of natural and manmade disasters which 
have struck Guam and its neighboring islands. 
Five typhoons, including typhoon Omar, which 
passed directly over Guam with winds in ex
cess of 150 miles an hour, battered the island 
within the span of 3 months in 1992. The 
careful precautions that Captain Salas took 
assuming command of instructing his person
nel and their families in . typhoon preparations 
helped hold to a minimum the damage to 
Coast Guard personnel and facilities during 
this exhausting period. Under his command 
the Coast Guard was able to respond prompt
ly and efficiently to the typhoon related emer
gencies in Guam's Apra Harbor. These in
cluded the grounding of 2 U.S. Navy vessels, 
the sinking of 13 fishing boats, oilspills caused 
by damage to these various vessels and dam
age to various navigational aids. Additionally, 
Captain Salas was able to alleviate the strains 
of water and power outages experienced by 
Coast Guard personnel and their dependents 
after Typhoon Omar by making arrangements 
for the use of shower and laundry facilities 
and obtaining portable generators from Califor
nia and Hawaii. 

The Coast Guard headed by Captain Salas 
responded onc·e again on August 8, 1993, 
when a substantial portion of the island was 
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damaged by an earthquake measuring 8.1 on 
the Richter scale. Water and electricity was 
again cut off and the same prompt and imme
diate response of the Captain and his team di
rectly helped in the island's swift recovery. He 
and his personnel were duly recognized with 
the award of special certificates for volunteer 
service by the First Lady's Committee for Spe
cial Projects in 1993 and 1994 for the assist
ance they gave their Sister Village of Merizo 
in the aftermath of typhoons and the earth
quake. 

Captain Salas has also proven himself a for
midable commander beyond the scope of 
these natural disasters. The Marianas section, 
under his command, has responded to more 
than 300 search and Rescue missions during 
the past 2 years. Seventeen persons who had 
abandoned their ship at sea were rescued on 
one of these missions leading to the winning 
of the Controller of the Year Award for the en
tire Coast Guard in April 1993 by the Oper
ations Center staff under Captain Salas. In the 
same respect a Reserve Coast Guard unit 
proposed to be disbanded just a few months 
before the captain assumed command was re
vitalized by this leadership to such an extent 
that it was nominated for the ROA Congres
sional Unit of the Year Award. The active 
command was also nominated for the Total 
Force Award and a Certificate of Appreciation 
was awarded to Captain Salas in May 1994 
from the National Committee for Employer 
Support of the Guard and Reserve. 

Advances in the field of environmental pro
tection and maritime safety were also imple
mented through the Captain's efforts. Efforts 
initiated by him in the Coast Guard's enforce
ment of maritime and other Federal laws have 
led to the detection of numerous violations of 
the Lacy Act and the collection of substantial 
fines through the U.S. attorney's office for ille
gal fishing activities by foreign vessels within 
the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. Marine 
life, a valuable natural resource to the people 
of Guam was afforded significant protection as 
a result of this. Oilspill contingency plans for 
Guam, the Northern Marianas, and Palau, 
under the Captain's direction, have also im
proved. He has chaired and establishment of 
an oilspill response organization in Guam that 
had acquired 1.5 million dollars' worth of oil
spill response equipment for Palau and Rota, 
formerly isolated and neglected locations. On 
top of these, he has assisted the Guam and 
the Northern Marianas legislatures in the prep
aration and enactment of oilspill responder im
munity laws. He also has implemented with 
the governments of Guam and the Northern 
Marianas memoranda of understanding that 
delineate responsibility in the case of major 
oilspill, the first and third of such signed in the 
entire United States. 

I commend Captain Salas for these accom
plishments and the service he has given to the 
U.S. Coast Guard, the people of Guam and 
the Marianas. We all look forward to all the 
good things that will surely materialize during 
the next 2 years under his leadership. 
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THE 200TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 

TOWN OF BROOKFIELD, NH 

HON. WlllIAM H. ZELIFF, JR. 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, this weekend is a 
special time for the town of Brookfield, NH, as 
residents there are celebrating the town's 
200th anniversary. 

The people of Brookfield can be proud of 
the strong heritage they have created over the 
past 200 years. Their town has been a posi
tive example to others of a cohesive working 
community. And, these traits have made the 
town a landmark and a welcome home to peo
ple of all ages. 

Without the benefits of carriages or wagons, 
families such as the Lyfords, Wiggins, Cham
berlains, and Robinsons made their way to 
what was then wilderness and now the estab
lishment of Brookfield. These pioneers of New 
Hampshire carved their permanence from 
Governor's Road to the mighty slopes of Tum
bledown Dick; a mountain named for Oliver 
Cromwell's ill-fated son. 

This town relishes its ancestry and honors 
its history. In fact, the proud citizens of Brook
field still hold their annual town meetings and 
other community functions in the town hall that 
was built in the 1820's. Moreover, the National 
Register of Public Buildings retains Brook
field's town hall in its listing of historic places. 
Indeed, the residents of Brookfield find their 
future firmly rooted in the past. 

Mr. Speaker, the good people of Brookfield 
have reason to take pride in their heritage and 
I join with them in paying tribute to the spirit, 
hard work, and vision of the towns ancestors. 
I'm confident that when Brookfield celebrates 
another 100 years, our grandchildren and 
great-grandchildren will look upon this time 
with optimism and prosperity. 

SOUTHWESTERN PENNSYLVANIA 
GIRL SCOUTS 

HON. RICK SANTORUM 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to rec
ognize an outstanding organization in our 
country today-the Girl Scouts of America. 

Since 1912, when Juliette Gordon Lowe 
founded the Girl Scouts, they have actively 
developed self-esteem, values, and leadership 
skills in America's young women. As the pre
eminent organization for school-aged girls, the 
Girl Scouts bring together young women from 
all walks of life and introduce them to new and 
dynamic experiences. for a Girl Scout, receiv
ing the Gold Award, their highest achieve
ment, is no easy task. Along the way, girls are 
required to complete difficult tasks to prove 
their abilities in leadership, citizenship, and 
outdoor skills. 

Girl Scouts practice and offer the skills they 
learn by volunteering in local schools and or
ganizations, and by enriching the community 
in which they live. Currently, the Girl Scouts of 
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southwestern Pennsvlvania have achieved a 
membership of 21,063 girls and 6, 155 adults. 
Additionally, their membership has risen con
sistently since 1986. On September 8, the Girl 
Scouts of southwestern Pennsylvania will cele
brate the grand opening of their new head
quarters in Pittsburgh. I rise today to acknowl
edge this upcoming event. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you, and my colleagues 
in Congress, to salute the valiant job the Girl 
Scouts have done in promoting the maturation 
of America's young women. In its 72 years, 
the Girl Scouts have consistently promoted 
leadership skills, and a commitment to public 
service in America's young women. 

It is my sincere belief that the Girl Scouts 
will continue their service to our communities 
and further distinguish their members. I join all 
those in southwestern Pennsylvania and 
across the Nation in saluting the Girl Scouts of 
America. 

CELEBRATING THE WORK OF 
SCULPTOR GREGG WYATT 

HON. JERROLD NADLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, last year, a con
stituent of mine, Greg Wyatt, sculptor-in-resi
dence at the Cathedral Church of St. John the 
Divine, New York City, was honored to exhibit 
his bronze sculptures in the Senate Russell 
Building rotunda. Three dimensional works by 
studio apprentices under Mr. Wyatt's tutelage 
were also displayed at that time. Mr. Wyatt 
previously exhibited his works in the Cannon 
House Office Building where I maintain my 
Washington office. 

CBS-TV has informed Greg Wyatt that on 
Sunday, August 21, 1994, on "Sunday Morn
ing," WCBS-TV will rebroadcast the interview 
by Charles Kuralt, filmed in the cathedral crypt 
studio in Manhattan. The program will show 
Mr. Wyatt's famous work at New York's Ca
thedral of St. John the Divine, the 40-foot-high 
"Peace Fountain," and feature his apprentice
ship for art students. I am proud to have this 
accomplished artist living and working in my 
district. 

At this time, Mr. Wyatt's bronze sculpture 
entitled "Eternal Spring" is featured at the 
Kennedy Galleries in New York City. Addition
ally, he informs me that a retrospective exhibit 
of his bronze sculptures was selected by the 
Newington-Cropsey Foundation trustees to 
join the permanent Jasper Cropsey painting 
collection at the foundation's new Gallery of 
Art at Hastings-On-Hudson. As you may know, 
Jasper Cropsey was the American master of 
the 19th century Hudson River School of 
Painting. 

As the representative of New York's vital 
arts community, it is my privilege to commend 
the outstanding work of an inspirational artist. 
I believe that every Member of this House will 
recognize, after viewing Mr. Wyatt's work, that 
the arts matter, and merit continued support 
by Congress. 
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YOUNG BETHESDA ENTRE-
PRENEURS EXPERIENCE ADVER
TISING WORLD 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, starting a 

small business has been the first step on the 
path to success for tens of thousands of 
Americans, but seldom is that first step taken 
when the entrepreneur is only 10 years old. 
However, two of my constituents, that age, 
have decided this summer to take a leap for
ward into the world of small business and, 
specifically, into the world of advertising. 

Rachel Marx and Elizabeth Whitman of Be
thesda, MD, have chosen to start an advertis
ing business as their summer venture, and 
this has earned them not only profits in the 
bank and publicity in the Washington Post, but 
also a letter of encouragement from Hal 
Shoup, vice president of the American Asso
ciation of Advertising Agencies [AAAA]. In his 
letter to the young entrepreneurs, Mr. Shoup 
applauds their creativity and invites them to 
apply, when they are a little older, for the 
AAAA's LEAP program. This initiative, the 
Loaned Executive Assignment Program, pro
vides for young advertising executives to 
spend a year in Washington learning about 
public service and Government operations. 

These two young advertising executives and 
budding small business women will no doubt 
consider this future invitation seriously, but for 
now, they are experiencing an exciting sum
mer. Excerpts from their story in the Washing
ton Post fallow: 

Two GIRLS PURSUE AD VENTURE, AND THE 
PERFECT JOB 

[By Caroline E. Mayer] 
Rachel Marx and Elizabeth Whitman are 

just 10 years old, but when it comes to mak
ing money, they don't kid around. They've 
tried the traditional lemonade stand. "But 
there's no money in that," said Marx. The 
two Montgomery County six-graders are 
after bigger bucks. So three months ago, the 
pint-size entrepreneurs launched a grown-up 
advertising business, called Kidz' Koupouns. 
The venture got started when Marx was sick 
with chicken pox. One afternoon, when Whit
man visited the convalescing Marx, the 
friends decided they needed more spending 
money. Marx came up with the advertising 
idea. They would buy a page of advertising 
from a weekly community paper, then divide 
the page into smaller advertisements and 
sell space to local retailers who wanted to 
offer discounts. With a childhood enthusiasm 
that didn't take "no" for an answer, the two 
began calling businesses frequented by kids. 

The product of their first endeavor was 
published in Washington Parent newspaper. 
The cost was small said Katherine Newell 
Smith, vice president of communications for 
Sutton Place Gourmet. What's more, Smith 
added, the money went to "a good cause-de
veloping entrepreneurial spirit." "The girls 
were as efficient as any person I've ever 
dealt with," said Deborah Benke, Washing
ton Parent's editor. " The copy arrived on 
time, in an envelope with a check and with 
camera-ready art. It was great-no hassle. I 
have many writers and advertisers that I 
have to call more than once. " Sutton Place 
owner, Debora Shalom, was impressed with 
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Marx and Whitman. "It's amazing to me 
what they accomplished," she said. " they 
were able to do something a lot of adults 
can't pull off. " 

CONGRATULATING CAPT. EULOGIO 
C. BERMUDES ON HIS APPOINT
MENT TO THE U.S. NAVAL SHIP 
REPAIR FACILITY, GUAM 

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 17, 1994 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend and congratulate Capt. 
Eulogio Bermudes of the U.S. Navy on his 
command appointment to the U.S. Naval ship 
repair facility on Guam. 

The distinguished captain is the son of the 
late Juan L.G. Bermudes and Maria Concep
cion. He is married to the former Carmen 
Meno Paulino and is the father of five children: 
Florina, Tanya, Vincent, Eloy, and Renee. He 
graduated from George Washington High 
School as valedictorian of his class in· 1965 
and subsequently attended the University of 
Guam. Receiving his appointment from the 
late Governor Manuel F.L. Guerrero, he had 
the prestigious honor in 1970 of being the first 
Chamorro to graduate from the U.S. Naval 
Academy in Annapolis where he was awarded 
a degree in mechanical engineering. He also 
holds a master of science degree in mechani
cal engineering from the U_.S. naval post
graduate school. 

Captain Bermudes built upon his edu
cational training through a wide range of as
signments. Prior to his present assignment on 
Guam, Captain Bermudes served at the Pearl 
Harbor Naval Ship Yard, the Mare Island 
Naval Ship Yard, the U.S. Naval Ship Repair 
Facility at Subic Bay in the Philippines, the 
U.S.S. Samuel Gompers, the CINCPACFLT at 
Pearl Harbor in Hawaii, the Naval Reactor's 
Representative's Office at Pearl Harbor, the 
U.S.S. Henry W. Tucker, and the U.S.S. 
Benecia. Upon his recent appointment, Cap
tain Bermudes became the first Chamorro to 
take command of the U.S. Naval Ship Repair 
Facility on Guam, the only U.S. facility in the 
Western Pacific to provide vital repair, mainte
nance, overhaul, and shore support to naval 
ships, to the Government of Guam, and to 
other agencies. 

Through his distinguished military service 
and outstanding achievements, Captain 
Bermudes has brought recognition upon him
self, the island, and its people. On behalf of 
the people of Guam, I congratulate and wel
come home an exceptional native son. 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
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Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
August 18, 1994, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 
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MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

AUGUST29 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air and Nuclear Regulation Sub

committee 
To hold hearings to examine the poten

tial health effects resulting from ra
dium nasopharyngeal irradiation treat
ment. 

SD-406 

SEPTEMBER 13 
2:00 p.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Kenneth W. Kizer, of California, to be 
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Under Secretary for Health of the De
partment of Veterans Affairs. 

SR--418 

SEPTEMBER 14 
2:00 p.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on pending legislation. 

SR--418 

SEPTEMBER 21 
2:00 p.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider the nomi

nation of Kenneth W. Kizer, of Califor
nia, to be Under Secretary for Health 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

SR--418 
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